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PROJECT 

Prudential  Center  Redevelopment 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


DEVELOPER 

The  Prudential  Property  Company,  Inc.,  for  The  Prudential  Insurance  Company  of  America 


STATUS  OF  PROJECT 

The  developer  submitted  a  Project  Notification  Form  to  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  and 
an  Environmental  Notification  Form  to  the  Massachusetts  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
(EOEA)  on  June  29,  1988.  Scoping  letters  were  issued  to  the  developer  by  the  BRA  and  EOEA  on 
September  1,1988.  The  EOEA  number  is  7208.  The  project  is  in  pre-schematic  design  stage.  Masterplan 
approval  is  being  sought. 


BRIEF  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  project  includes  the  addition  of  new  offices,  retail  spaces  and  housing  to  the  current  Prudential  Center 
site.  New  housing  and  offices,  with  retail  uses  at  their  base,  will  be  constructed  principally  along  the 
Boylston  Street,  Huntington  Avenue  and  Belvidere  Street  frontages.  The  current  retail  area  will  be  recon- 
structed and  expanded  with  indoor  pedestrian  passageways.  Enclosed  pedestrian  routes  will  provide 
connections  between  Boylston  Street  and  Huntington  Avenue,  and  between  Copley  Place  and  the  south 
entrance  of  the  Hynes  Convention  Center.  A  system  of  public  squares,  a  wintergarden  and  outdoor  open 
spaces  will  be  created  as  amenities  for  those  using  the  center  and  adjacent  neighbors.  A  neighborhood 
commercial  area,  including  an  expanded  supermarket,  is  proposed  for  Huntington  Avenue  and  East  Ring 
Road.  East  Ring  Road  will  be  improved  to  facilitate  pedestrian  flows  to  the  shopping  area.  The  existing 
parking  garages  will  remain  approximately  the  same  size,  but  their  capacity  will  be  expanded  by  approxi- 
mately 800  spaces  through  changes  to  their  management. 


ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED 

Two  basic  planning  approaches  have  been  considered  for  the  site,  and  for  each  three  scales  of  building 
program  have  been  analyzed.  Alternative  A  proposes  two  new  office  structures  along  Huntington  and 
principally  housing,  with  a  small  office  structure,  along  Boylston.  Alternative  A2  has  housing  as  well  as 
offices  along  Huntington  Avenue  and  housing,  along  with  expanded  offices,  along  Boylston  Street.  The 
form  of  structures,  their  heights,  and  the  organization  of  pedestrian  routes  also  vary  between  these  two  basic 
alternatives.  Alternatives  B  and  B2  are  similar  in  configuration,  respectively,  to  Alternatives  A  and  A2, 
but  the  overall  development  totals  10  percent  less  area.  Alternatives  C  and  C2  follow  the  same  outlines, 
but  are  20  percent  smaller  in  area  than  Alternatives  A  and  A2.  In  the  course  of  preparing  these  plans,  a  large 
number  of  other  design  and  functional  alternatives  were  considered  and  rejected  as  less  desirable. 
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DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 

The  three  basic  levels  of  program  studied  are,  as  follows: 
(000  FAR  gross  sq.  ft.) 


Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Alternatives 

Use 

A  and  A2 

B  and  B2 

C  and  C2 

Offices 

1,009 

865 

811 

Residential 

404 

378 

324 

Retail 

268* 

210* 

160* 

Total  Areas 

1,681 

1,448 

1,295 

Plus  Indoor 

Pedestrian  Areas 

153** 

153** 

103** 

TOTAL PROGRAM 


1^34 


1,601 


138 


*       In  addition,  143,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  existing  retail  is 

demolished  and  rebuilt. 
**     Areas  vary  slightly  between  alternatives. 


DEVELOPMENT  SCHEDULE 

The  project  is  planned  as  a  number  of  separate  phases  to  be  completed  over  a  10  year  period.  Construc- 
tion will  begin  on  the  south  side  of  the  site,  moving  to  the  north.  Phases  along  Huntington  Avenue  should 
be  completed  by  1994,  with  the  Boylston  Street  area  completed  by  1999. 
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BOSTON 

REDEVELOPMENT 

AUTHORITY 

Raymond  L.  Flynn 

Mayor 

Stephen  Coyle 
Director 

One  Citv  Hall  Square 
Boston.  MA  02201 
617)722-4300 


September  8,  1988 


Mr.  Robert  Walsh 

Vice  President 

Real  Estate  Development 

Prudential  Property  Company 

Prudential  Center 

18th  Floor,  Suite  1800 

Boston,  MA   02199 

RE:   Prudential  Center  Redevelopment 

Dear  Mr.  Walsh: 

Enclosed  is  the  Scoping  Determination  for  the  Prudential 
Center  Redevelopment  project  (the  "Proposed  Project")  for  which 
you  recently  submitted  a  Project  Notification  Form  ("PNF") 
pursuant  to  Article  31  of  the  Boston  Zoning  Code  (the  "Code"). 
The  Scoping  Determination  requests  information  required  by  the 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  ("BRA")  in  response  to  the  PNF 
submitted. 

Additional  information  may  be  required  during  the  course  of  our 
review  of  the  project.   If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the 
Scoping  Determination  or  otherwise  in  connection  with  review  of 
the  proposed  project,  please  contact  Victor  Karen  at  722-4300, 
ext.  236. 

Sincerely, 


Williajrf  D.  Whitriey 
Assistant  Director  for 
Urban  Design  and  Development 

Attachments 
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BOSTON  REDEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 

SCOPING  DETERMINATION 
PRUDENTIAL  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT 

SUBMISSION  REQUIREMENTS 
FOR  DRAFT  PROJECT  IMPACT  REPORT  (DPIR) 


PROJECT  NAME:   Prudential  Center  Redevelopment 

PROJECT  LOCATION:   Prudential  Center 

DEVELOPER:   The  Prudential  Property  Company,  Inc. 

PNF  SUBMISSION  DATE:   June  28,  1988 

This  Scoping  Determination  is  issued  pursuant  to  Section  31-5  of 
the  Boston  Zoning  Code.   The  Applicant  filed  a  Project  Notification 
Form  ("PNF")  on  June  28,  1988.   This  Scoping  Determination 
requests  information  required  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  ("BRA")  for  its  review  of  the  proposed  project  in 
connection  with  the  following: 

a)  Development  Review  pursuant  to  Article  31  of  the  code; 

b)  Decisions  or  recommendations  with  respect  to  zoning  relief 
required  for  the  Proposed  Project;  and 

c)  Approval  of  a  Development  Impact  Project  Plan,  pursuant  to 
Article  26A  of  the  Code,  and  the  entering  of  agreements  for 
the  Development  Impact  Project  Contribution  and  Jobs 
Contribution  Grant,  pursuant  to  Articles  26A  and  26B  of  the 
Code. 

The  Prudential  Project  Advisory  Committee  (PruPAC)  was  formed  by 
Mayor  Flynn  in  the  fall  of  1986  to  prepare  guidelines  for  the 
redevelopment  of  the  Prudential  Center.   After  an  extensive 
community  process,  the  PRUPAC  adopted  a  set  of  guidelines  on 
May  3,  1988.   This  Scoping  Determination  has  been  written  with 
the  advise  of  the  PRUPAC.   Three  alternative  build-outs  which 
reflect  a  balance  of  impacts  and  benefits  must  be  analyzed  in  the 
Draft  Project  Impact  Report.   Members  of  the  PruPAC  expressed 
interest  in  studying  an  alternative  with  increased  retail  space. 

Based  on  the  comments  of  the  PruPAC,  you  may  choose  to  submit  an 
alternative  which  shows  increased  retail  space. 

As  you  know,  the  proposed  project  is  governed  by  a  121A  Agreement 
and  is  therefore  subject  to  the  conditions  of  the  Agreement.   Any 


KC20/B1 


M  -  24 


proposed  changes  to  the  121A  Agreement  are  subject  to  approval  by 
the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  and  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of 
Boston.   Approval  of  the  Draft  or  Final  Project  Impact  Report  is 
not  to  be  construed  as  approval  of  a  change  in  status  of  the 
121A  Agreement. 

The  proposed  project,  located  on  a  twenty  seven  acre  site  bounded 
by  Huntington  Avenue  and  Boylston,  Exeter,  Belvidere ,  and  Dalton 
Streets,  includes  the  creation  of  up  to  four  new  housing 
structures,   three  new  office  buildings,  new  and  redeveloped 
retail  space,  and  community  space.   The  characteristics  of  the 
proposed  project  include: 

Total  Net  New  SF:  1,548,000 

Office  SF:  935,000 

Residential  SF:  372,000 

Retail  SF:  377,000* 

Parking  Spaces:  400 (As  a  result  of  better 

management  and  restriping) 
Proposed  Start  of 

Construction:  3rd  quarter,  1989 
Proposed 

Completion:  3rd  quarter,  2000 

Under  Article  27D  of  the  Boston  Zoning  Code,  the  Downtown  Interim 
Planning  Overlay  District,  most  of  the  proposed  project  is 
located  in  Subdistrict  K,  a  Medium  Growth  Subdistrict.   The 
remaining  portion  of  the  proposed  project  along  Boylston  Street 
is  located  in  a  B-8-120c  district  pursuant  to  the  Boylston  Street 
permanent  zoning.   In  addition,  the  project  is  subject  to  an 
agreement  between  the  City  of  Boston  and  the  Prudential  Insurance 
Company  of  America  which  designates  the  Prudential  Center  as  a 
redevelopment  project  pursuant  to  Chapter  652  of  the  Acts  of 
1960,  and  Massachusetts  General  Law  Chapter  121A.   The  project  is 
also  subject  to  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  review  and 
approval  pursuant  to  Article  31  of  the  Boston  Zoning  Code.   The 
Draft  Project  Impact  Report  must  conform  to  Article  31  and  to 
this  Scoping  Determination  and  will  be  reviewed  by  the  Prudential 
Project  Advisory  Committee  (PruPAC) . 

In  addition  to  full-size  scale  drawings,  25  copies  of  a  bound 
booklet  containing  all  of  the  following  submission  materials 
reduced  to  size  8i  x  11,  except  where  otherwise  specified,  are 
required.   In  addition,  an  adequate  number  of  copies  must  be 
available  for  community  review. 


Includes  136,000  SF  of  existing  retail  space  to  be  demolished 
and  rebuilt 
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In  this  Scoping  Determination,  alternative  development  options 
are  requested  for  various  components.   The  three  alternatives 
reflect  a  balance  of  considerations  which  must  be  taken  into 
account  in  the  development  review  process  leading  to  the  required 
Board  of  Appeal,  BRA,  and  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(MEPA)  approvals.   For  ease  of  reference,  the  alternatives  are 
denoted  as  follows: 

Square  Footage 

Alt.  A  (PNF)       Alt.  B  Alt.  C 

Office  935,000  800,000  750,000 
Retail  241,000  200,000  150,000 
Residential     372,000         350,000         300,000 

Total         1,548,000       1,350,000       1,200,000 

The  development  program  for  each  alternative  must  be  described  in 
square  feet  of  gross  floor  area  as  defined  in  Article  2-21  of  the 
Boston  Zoning  Code.   Accordingly,  Alternative  A  would  be 
described  as  a  total  of  1,829,000  FAR  Gross  Square  Feet 
(1,085,000  office;  313,000  retail;  431,000  residential),  and 
Alternatives  B  and  C  should  be  enumerated  using  the  same  building 
efficiency  factors  by  use  as  those  which  result  from  Alternative 
A.   Although  the  square  foot  area  for  each  alternative  has  been 
determined,  we  recommend  that  a  series  of  urban  design  studies  be 
prepared  in  continuing  consultation  with  the  PruPAC  and  the  BRA 
prior  to  initiating  detailed  transportation,  environmental, 
architectural,  and  infrastructure  analyses  for  the  DPIR..   The 
series  of  urban  design  studies  is  intended  to  lead  to  decisions 
on  location,  height,  and  massing  for  the  entire  site  within  the 
three  density  alternatives.   Within  each  alternative,  the  studies 
might  also  reveal  that  square  footage  adjustments  among  different 
uses  may  be  desirable.   The  Urban  Design  Component  contains  the 
variables  to  be  studied  prior  to  choosing  the  alternatives. 
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GENERAL  INFORMATION 

1 •    Applicant  Information 

A.  Development  Team 

1 .  Names 

a.  Developer  (including  description  of 
development  or  Chapter  121A  entity) 

b.  Attorney 

c.  Project  consultants 

2.  Business  address  and  telephone  number  for 
each 

3.  Designated  contact  for  each 

4.  Description  of  current  or  formerly-owned 
developments  in  Boston 

B.  Legal  Information 

1.  Legal  judgments  or  actions  pending  concerning 
the  proposed  project 

2.  History  of  tax  arrears  on  property  owned  in 
Boston  by  development  team 

3.  Evidence  of  site  control  over  the  project 
area,  including  current  ownership  and  purchase 
options  of  all  parcels  in  the  proposed 
project,  all  restrictive  covenants  and 
contractual  restrictions  affecting  the 
proponent's  right  or  ability  to  accomplish 
the  proposed  project  and  the  nature  of  the 
agreements  for  securing  parcels  not  owned  by 
the  prospective  developer 

2 •    Financial  Information 

(See  Appendix  1  for  required  financial  information) 

Development,  Operating,  and  Sales  Pro  Formas  should  be 
provided  for  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C. 

A.  Full  disclosure  of  names  and  addresses  of  all 
financially  involved  participants  and  bank  references 

B.  Development  Pro  Forma 
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C.  Ten  Year  Operating  Pro  Forma 

D.  Sales  Pro  Forma 

3 .  Project  Area 

A.    Description  of  metes  and  bounds  of  project  area 

4 .  Public  Benefits 

A.  Development  Impact  Project  Contribution  and  Jobs 
Contribution  Grant  specifying  amount  of  housing 
linkage  and  jobs  linkage  contributions  and  method 
of  housing  linkage  contribution  (housing  payment 
or  housing  creation) 

B.  Increase  in  tax  revenues,  specifying  existing  and 
estimated  future  annual  property  taxes 

C.  Anticipated  employment  levels  including  the 
following: 

1.  Estimated  number  of  construction  jobs 

2.  Estimated  number  of  permanent  jobs 

D.  Submission  of  Boston  Residents  Construction  Plan 
in  accordance  with  the  Boston  Jobs  Policy 
requiring  that  50,  25,  and  10  percent  of 
person-hours  in  construction  jobs  on 
publicly-assisted  and  large-scale  private 
commercial  projects  be  worked  by  Boston 
residents,  minorities  and  women,  made  effective  as 
of  July  12,  1985  by  Executive  Order,  to 
Development  Impact  Projects 

E.  Submission  of  Voluntary  Employment  Opportunity 
Plan  presenting  good-faith  efforts  to  achieve  the 
goal  that  the  profile  of  permanent  employees  in 
the  building  be  50  percent  Boston  residents 

F.  Other  public  benefits,  such  as  voluntary  provision 
of  childcare  facilities,  etc. 

5 .  Housing  Study 

Potential  impact  of  the  Prudential  redevelopment  on  the 
existing  housing  market  must  be  evaluated  and  provided 
as  specified  in  the  scope  of  services  included  in 
Appendix  3 . 

An  overall  housing  program  addressing  the  City's  need 
for  affordable  housing  must  be  provided,  with  particular 
attention  devoted  to  the  following: 
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A.  Continuation  of  protections  afforded  existing 
Prudential  tenants  under  the  121A  Agreement  and 
methods  for  achieving  on-site  af f ordabiiity 

B.  Using  linkage  contributions  for  appropriately 
sited  affordable  housing  construction  primarily  in 
surrounding  residential  neighborhoods  (Prudential 
Center  Apartments,  Fenway,  Back  Bay,  Bay  Village, 
South  End,  St.  Botolph  Street,  Lower  Roxbury , 
Kenmore  Square,  Mission  Hill,  and  Audubon  Circle) 
desiring  such  housing  as  well  as  city-wide 
projects  which  may  benefit  from  special 
opportunities  that  arise  in  the  course  of 
developing  the  overall  program 

C.  Innovative  programs  such  as  homeownership 
opportunities  and  below  market  rate  financing  that 
draw  on  Prudential's  unique  position  in  the 
financial  services  and  real  estate  development 
industries,  and  its  on-going  social  investment 
programs 

D.  Opportunities  for  working  with  neighborhood-based 
non-profit  housing  developers,  especially 
community  development  corporations  primarily  in 
surrounding  residential ' neighborhoods  and 
city-wide  to  take  advantage  of  any  special 
opportunities  which  may  arise  in  the  course  of 
developing  the  overall  program 

E.  Provisions  for  moderate-income  housing 

F.  Creation  of  housing  for  the  homeless  and  other 
special  needs  housing 

The  costs  and  benefits  of  on-site  versus  off-site  affordable 
new  construction  must  be  evaluated. 

6 .   Regulatory  Controls  and  Permits 

A.  Existing  zoning  requirements,  zoning  computations, 
and  any  anticipated  requests  for  zoning  relief 

B.  Anticipated  permits  required  from  other  local, 
state,  and  federal  entities  with  a  proposed 
application  schedule 

C.  Because  the  Proposed  Project  is  subject  to  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA) , 
required  documentation  including  copies  of  the 
Environmental  Notification  Form  and  a  proposed 
schedule  for  coordination  with  Article  31 
procedures 
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7 .    Community  Groups 

A.  Names  and  addresses  of  project  area  owners, 
displacees,  abutters,  and  also  any  community 
groups  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  applicant,  may 
be  substantially  interested  in  or  affected  by  the 
proposed  project 

B.  A  list  of  meetings  proposed  and  held  with  interested 
parties,  including  the  following  neighborhood 
groups : 

1.  PruPAC  and  its  member  organizations 

2.  Christian  Science  Church 

II.   TRANSPORTATION  COMPONENT 

The  following  requirements  incorporate  comments  by  the  Boston 
Transportation  Department  (BTD)  regarding  transportation  issues 
and  objectives  for  the  Prudential  Center  redevelopment. 

The  study  must  include  the  traffic  impact  area  shown  in  Figure  1 
in  Appendix  5.   The  specific  off-site  intersection  locations  to 
be  analyzed  are  also  indicated  in  the  figure. 

Data  on  supply  and  usage  characteristics  of  the  various  transpor- 
tation systems  within  the  study  area  must  be  provided.   An 
extensive  data  base  of  recent  transportation  information  prepared 
for  other  Back  Bay  projects  for  the  study  area  exists.   All 
relevant  sources  should  be  consulted.   In  addition,  the  Boston 
Transportation  Department  is  expected  to  initiate  its  study  of 
Back  Bay  shortly.   Applicable  data  from  that  study  mus-t  be 
included  as  it  becomes  available.   Similarly,  it  is  expected  that 
the  Prudential  team  will  share  available  data  regarding  the 
Prudential  Center  Redevelopment  Project  with  the  BTD  and  its 
consultants . 

The  following  must  be  submitted  only  for  Alternative  A  except 
where  otherwise  noted. 

Specific  transportation-related  elements  which  must  be  included 
in  the  Access  Plan  are  defined  below: 

1 .    Vehicular  Traffic 

The  following  information  must  be  provided  for  each 
alternative. 

A.    Projection  of  vehicular  traffic  demand  and 

generation  (daily  including  weekday  A.M.  and  P.M. 
peak  hours  and  Saturday  peak  hour) 
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Directional  distribution,  including  a  sensitivity 
analysis  by  use  and  size 

Modal  split  and  vehicle  occupancy  analysis 

Circulation  and  access  impacts  on  the  local  and 
regional  street  system  and  local  intersections  in 
the  traffic  impact  area,  including  capacity  and 
Level  of  Service  (LOS)  analyses 

The  impacts  of  the  circulation  pattern,  queuing, 
and  storage  of  trucks,  MBTA  buses  and  tour  buses 
must  also  be  studied. 

The  report  must  address  the  potential  LOS  impacts 
on  intersections  for  which  LOS  may  be  affected  by 
the  following  changes: 

o    Possible  changes  to  access  ramps  to  the 

Massachusetts  Turnpike  in  cooperation  with 
the  BTD  in  addition  to  the  existing  Turnpike 
configuration 

o    Relocation  of  the  garage  entrance/exit  along 
Boylston  Street  to  the  east  of  Fairfield 
Street 

o    Reorganization  of  loading  docks  in  one 

location  such  as  off  Belvidere  Street  to 
relieve  conflicts  with  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike 

Analyses  of  the  conditions  and  the  impact  of  the 
proposed  project  at  the  intersections  listed 
below  must  be  analyzed  for  weekday  AM  and  PM  peak 
hour  conditions.   The  Saturday  peak  conditions 
must  be  analyzed  for  the  intersections  denoted 
with  an  asterisk.   Both  weekday  and  Saturday 
analyses  must  be  conducted  under  the  following 
scenarios: 

o   Existing  (1988  conditions) 

o   No  Build  for  Prudential  site,  but  with 

background  area  development  included 

(1994  conditions) 
o   Build  of  initial  phases  as  described  in  the 

PNF  phasing  plan  (1994  conditions) 
o   No  Build  for  Prudential  site,  but  with 

background  area  development  included 

(1999  conditions) 
o   Full  Build  (1999  conditions) 

Analyses  must  be  conducted  using  techniques 
described  either  in  the  1985  Highway  Capacity 
Manual  or  Circular  212. 
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For  each  intersection,  if  the  comparison  of  the 
LOS  for  the  no  build  scenario  and  for  Alternative 
A  in  either  1994  or  1999  shows  change  by  two  or 
more  grades  or  to  a  LOS  of  E  or  F,  then 
Alternative  B  must  be  studied  in  the  DPIR.   If  the 
comparison  of  the  LOS  for  Alternative  A  and  for 
Alternative  B  in  either  1994  or  1999  shows  change 
by  two  or  more  grades  or  to  a  LOS  of  E  or  F,  then 
Alternative  C  must  be  studied  in  the  DPIR. 

Intersections  to  be  studied: 

1.  Boylston  Street/Clarendon  Street 

2.  St.  James  Avenue/Clarendon  Street 

3.  Boylston  Street/Dartmouth  Street 

4.  Huntington  Avenue/Dartmouth  Street/St.  James 
Avenue/Blagden  Street 

5.  Stuart  Street/Dartmouth  Street 
*6.    Boylston  Street/Exeter  Street 

*7.    Huntington  Avenue/Exeter  Street/Stuart  Street 
*8.    Huntington  Avenue/East  Ring  Road/Harcourt 

Street 
*9.    Huntington  Avenue/West  Newton 

Street/Belvidere  Street 

10.  Columbus  Avenue/West  Newton  Street 

11.  Massachusetts  Avenue/Columbus  Avenue 

12.  Massachusetts  Avenue/Huntington  Avenue 

13.  Massachusetts  Avenue/Westland  Avenue/St. 
Stephen  Street 

14.  Massachusetts  Avenue/Boylston  Street 

15.  Massachusetts  Avenue /Newbury  Street 
*16.    Boylston  Street/Dalton  Street 

*17.  Newbury  Street/Gloucester  Street 

*18.  Newbury  Street/Fairfield  Street 

19.  Massachusetts  Avenue/St.  Botolph  Street 

*20.  Belvidere  Street/Dalton  Street 

21.  Dartmouth  Street/Commonwealth  Avenue 

22.  Hereford  Street/Marlborough  Street 

23.  Berkeley  Street/Marlborough  Street 

24.  Beacon  Street/Clarendon  Street 

Background  projects  to  be  included  in  the  impact 
evaluation  will  be  defined  and  reviewed  with  BRA  and 
BTD  staff  prior  to  the  analysis.   Specific  known 
background  projects  in  the  area  that  are  expected  to 
influence  travel  patterns  in  the  1994  conditions  are 
listed  in  Appendix  4.   The  list  includes  uses  and 
square  footages  of  each  of  the  anticipated  develop- 
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ments.   In  addition,  proposed  or  programmed 
improvements  to  the  mass  transit  system  (such  as 
restoring  Arborway  service  on  the  Green  Line  and 
changes  to  bus  movements  through  the  site)  which  would 
affect  mass  transit  service  must  be  included  in  the 
Transportation  Access  Plan  analysis.   For  the  period 
between  1994  and  1999,  a  general  growth  factor  will  be 
applied  to  determine  an  appropriate  background  level  of 
traffic  volumes  to  be  used  in  the  access  plan  analysis. 

The  status  of  these  specific  projects  will  be  confirmed 
and  additional  projects  may  be  identified  and  added,  as 
necessary. 

The  results  of  surveys  of  selected  Prudential  Center 
user  groups  regarding  travel  habits  and  attitudes  must 
be  used  to  verify  previous  assumptions  or  estimates 
made  about  trip-making  at  the  existing  or  future  site. 

Parking 

A.  Number  of  spaces  provided  indicating  public  and 
private  allocation 

B.  Change  in  parking  from  current  use  of  site 

C.  Proposed  project's  impact  on  demand  for  parking 

D.  Parking  plan,  including  layout,  access,  size  of 
spaces 

E.  Level  of  utilization  of  spaces  by  different  user 
types  and  the  degree  to  which  joint  use  of  spaces 
can  result  in  increased  efficiency  of  parking 
space  supply  (Information  should  be  submitted  for 
each  alternative.) 

F.  Evidence  of  compliance  with  City  of  Boston  parking 
freeze  requirements 

G.  A  discussion  of  the  staging  impacts  of  the  project 
on  parking  supply  must  be  presented.   The  analysis 
must  compare  long-term  versus  short-term  parking 
needs . 

Access 

The  following  information  must  be  provided  for 
each  alternative. 

A.    A  description  of  internal  vehicular  circulation 
system  including: 
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o   Numbers,  directions  and  dimensions  of  travel 

lanes 
o   Sight  distances  at  intersections  and  around 

corners 
o   Regulations  pertaining  to  speed,  right-of-way 
o   Significant  grade  and  elevation  changes 

B.    Access,  curb  cuts,  and/or  sidewalk  changes 
required 

4 .  Loading 

The  following  information  must  be  provided  for  each 
alternative. 

A.  Number  of  docks 

B.  Location  and  dimension  of  docks 

o   Studies  of  options  for  organizing  loading 
docks  in  one  location  such  as  off  Belvidere 
Street  to  relieve  conflicts  with  the  Massa- 
chusetts Turnpike  exit  must  be  included. 

C.  Demand  generated  by  different  uses 

D.  Potential  traffic  and  pedestrian  safety  impacts 

5 .  Public  Transportation 

A.  Location  and  availability  of  existing  and  proposed 
public  transportation  facilities 

B.  Usage  and  capacity  of  existing  system 

C.  Peak-hour  demand  and  capacity  analysis 

D.  Measures  to  encourage  use  of  public  transportation 

Special  attention  must  be  given  to  any  planned  improvements 
to  the  Green  Line  at  Prudential  Station  or  other  locations 
near  the  site.   MBTA  ridership  data  must  be  utilized  and 
limited  surveys  must  be  conducted  to  identify  changes  in 
transit  use  due  to  recent  modifications  in  Green  Line, 
Orange  Line,  and  commuter  rail  services.   Access  from  the 
MBTA  to  primary  off-site  destinations,  as  well  as  to  the 
Prudential  Center,  must  be  considered  in  any  proposed 
station  modifications. 

6 .  Pedestrian  Circulation 

A.    Illustrate  or  describe  degree  to  which  the  network 
is  publicly  accessible  in  terms  of:   hours; 
coverage  by  security  services;  presence  of  retail 
generators  and  gathering  places 
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B.  As  described  in  the  Urban  Design  Component, 
studies  of  entryways  into  and  out  of  the  site 
including  the  Boylston  Street,  Belvidere  Street, 
and  Huntington  Avenue  entrances  highlighting  grade 
changes  and  proposed  solutions  including 
elevations,  sections  and  plans 

C.  An  evaluation  of  pedestrian  conditions  on 
sidewalks  and  intersections  adjacent  to  the  site 

D.  Sidewalk  capacity  analyses  must  include  estimates 
of  future  no-build  and  full-build  1999  pedestrian 
volumes  on  adjacent  sidewalk  sections.   These 
analyses  must  follow  procedures  prescribed  either 
in  the  1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual  or  in  Urban 
Space  for  Pedestrians  (Pushkarev  and  Zupan,  MIT 
Press,  Cambridge,  1975).   Intersection  capacity 
analyses  must  include  specific  pedestrian  count 
data  for  the  A.M.,  midday,  and  P.M.  peak  periods 
at  the  intersections  indicated  in  Figure  2  of 
Appendix  5 . 

7 .  Sensitivity  Analysis 

In  addition  to  the  quantitative  analysis  prescribed 
above,  a  detailed  qualitative  sensitivity  analysis  must 
be  conducted  which  clearly  demonstrates  the  relative 
impacts  of  different  land  uses  on  trip  generation  rates 
and  trip  distribution  patterns.   The  marginal  impacts 
of  changes  in  the  quantity  of  each  type  of  land  use 
must  be  analyzed  in  such  a  way  so  as  to  demonstrate  the 
.transportation  impacts  which  would  accrue  from 
development  alternatives  in  addition  to  Alternatives  A, 
B,  and  C. 

8 .  Construction  Management 

The  BTD  requires  the  submission  of  Construction 
Management  Plans  for  all  major  construction  projects, 
detailing  the  construction  period  impacts  and  the 
measures  necessary  to  mitigate  them.   The  Access  Plan 
must  contain  a  general  discussion  of  construction 
management  issues  and  a  list  of  appropriate  mitigation 
measures,  with  particular  attention  paid  to  impacts  on 
pedestrians . 

The  Construction  Management  program  and  procedures  are 
outlined  in  separate  guidelines  available  from  the 
Operations  Division  of  the  Boston  Transportation 
Department . 
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9 .    Mitigation  Measures 

A.    Vehicular  Traffic 


Measures  to  alleviate  vehicular  traffic 
congestion,  including: 

o   Encouragement  of  flexible  work  hours 
o   Establishment  of  Rideshare  program 
o   Provision  of  a  delivery  service  for 

neighborhood  related  retail  uses,  especially 

Star  Market 
o   Potential  changes  to  surrounding  streets 


B.    Parking 


Measures  to  manage  parking  demand  and  optimize  use 
of  available  parking  spaces,  including: 

o   Proposed  rate  structure (s) 

o   Ride-sharing  incentives  and  information 

dissemination 
o   Set-asides  for  high-occupancy  vehicles: 

number  and  location 
o   Set-asides  for  after  morning  commuter  peak 

(usually  9:30  or  10:00  A.M.) 
o   Delivery  service  from  supermarket 
o   Use  of  spaces  to  result  in  increased 

efficiency  of  parking  space  supply 


C.    Access 


Measures  to  improve  legibility  and  functioning  of 
interior  street  network,  including: 

o   Relocation  of  garage  entrance/exit  along 

Boylston  Street  to  the  east  of  Fairfield,  if 
appropriate 

o   Implementation  of  a  comprehensive  sign 
program 


D.    Loading 


Measures  to  relieve  conflicts  caused  by  loading  on 
the  site,  with  particular  attention  paid  to 
conflicts  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  exit,  including: 

o   Consolidation  of  relocation  of  loading  docks 
o   Provision  of  temporary  storage  areas  at 

loading  docks 
o   Restrictions  on  service  and  goods  delivery 
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E.  Public  Transportation 

Measures  to  encourage  public  transportation  use, 
including: 

o   Mass  transit  information  dissemination 
o   MBTA  pass  sales  and  subsidies 

o   Direct  station  links  or  pedestrian  connections 
o   Measures  to  facilitate  access  to  the  Orange 
Line 

F.  Pedestrian  Circulation 

Measures  to  eliminate  pedestrian  circulation 
deficiencies,  including: 

o   Extension  of  hours  of  security  protection 
o   Widening  or  improving  public  sidewalks,  if 
necessary 

10 .   Monitoring  and  Reporting  Measures 

A.  Measures  for  establishing  compliance  with  the 
mitigation  measures  and  monitoring  measures 

B.  Monitoring  transportation  impacts  of  the  built 
project 

III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  COMPONENT 

1.    Wind 

A  qualitative  analysis  of  pedestrian  level  wind  impacts 
must  be  conducted  for  existing  conditions  and 
Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C  after  the  initial  urban  design 
studies  intended  to  lead  to   decisions  on  location, 
height  and  massing  are  completed. 

A  quantitative  (wind  tunnel)  analysis  of  the  potential 
pedestrian  level  wind  impacts  will  be  required  for  one 
alternative  subsequent  to  evaluation  of  the  qualitative 
analysis . 

The  wind  tunnel  analysis  is  intended  to  determine 
potential  pedestrian  level  winds  adjacent  to  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  site  and  must  identify  any  area 
where  wind  velocities  are  expected  to  exceed  acceptable 
levels,  including  the  Authority's  guideline  of  an 
effective  gust  velocity  of  31  mph  not  to  be  exceeded 
more  than  1%  of  the  time.   See  Appendix  6. 

Particular  attention  must  be  given  to  public  and  other 
areas  of  pedestrian  use,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
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the  entrances  to  the  project  and  adjacent  buildings, 
the  Boylston,  Exeter,  Belvidere,  and  Dalton  Streets, 
Huntington  Avenue,  and  East  Ring  Road  sidewalks, 
the  Christian  Science  Mall,  the  proposed  Boylston 
Street  Plaza  and  other  proposed  project  open  space 
areas  and  pedestrianways .   Specific  locations  to  be 
evaluated  must  be  determined  in  consultation  with  and 
with  the  approval  of  the  BRA  subsequent  to  review  and 
approval  of  the  qualitative  analysis. 

The  quantitative  wind  tunnel  testing  must  be  conducted 
in  accordance  with  the  following  guidelines  and 
criteria: 

A.  The  analysis  must  include  the  mean  velocity 
exceeded  1%  of  the  time  and  the  effective  gust 
velocity  exceeded  1%  of  the  time.   The  effective 
gust  velocity  must  be  computed  as  the  hourly 
average  velocity  plus  1.5  x  root  mean  square 
variation  about  the  average.   An  alternative 
velocity  analysis  (e.g.  equivalent  average)  may  be 
presented  with  the  approval  of  the  Authority. 

B.  Wind  direction  must  include  the  sixteen  compass 
points.   Data  must  include  the  percent  or 
probability  of  occurrence  from  each  direction  on 
seasonal  and  annual  bases. 

C.  Results  of  the  wind  tunnel  testing  must  be 
presented  in  miles  per  hour  (mph) . 

D.  Velocities  must  be  measured  at  a  scale  equivalent 
to  an  average  height  of  4.5  feet. 

E.  The  model  scale  must  be  such  that  it  matches  the 
simulated  earth's  boundary  and  must  include  all 
buildings  recently  completed,  under  construction 
and  planned  within  2,000  feet  of  the  project  site. 
All  buildings  taller  than  25  stories  and  within 
2,400  feet  of  the  project  site  must  be  placed  at 
the  appropriate  location  upstream  of  the  project 
site  during  the  test.   A  list  of  the  projects  to 
be  included  are  attached  in  Appendix  4.   Prior  to 
testing,  the  model  must  be  reviewed  by  the 
Authority.   Photographs  of  the  area  model  must  be 
included  in  the  written  report. 

F.  Sampling  time  must  be  for  about  (166000/ (m  x  Vgr) ) 
sec,  where  m  is  the  scale  ratio  (300-600)  and  Vgr 
the  gradient  velocity  in  the  wind  tunnel  in  mph. 
The  measuring  device  used  to  measure  the  ground 
winds  must  have  a  flat  frequency  response  from  dc. 
to  a  cut-off  frequency  of  ( [m  x  Vgr]/720)hz. 
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G.    The  written  report  must  compare  mean  and  effective 
gust  velocities  on  annual  and  seasonal  bases, 
forfuture  no  build  and  full  build  conditions  as  of 
1994  and  1999,  and  must  provide  a  descriptive 
analysis  of  the  wind  environment  and  impacts  for 
each  sensor  point,  including  such  items  as  the 
source  of  the  winds,  direction,  seasonal  varia- 
tions, etc.  as  applicable.   The  report  must  also 
include  an  analysis  of  the  suitability  of  the 
locations  for  various  activities  (e.g.,  walking, 
eating,  sitting,  etc.)  as  appropriate,  in  accor- 
dance with  recognized  criteria. 

H.    The  report  must  also  include  a  description  of  the 
testing  methodology  and  model,  and  a  description 
of  the  procedure  used  to  calculate  the  wind 
velocities  (including  data  reduction  and  wind 
climate  data) .   Detailed  technical  information  and 
data  may  be  included  in  a  technical  appendix  but 
must  be  summarized  in  the  main  report. 

I.    The  report  must  include  maps  indicating  sensor 
locations  and  wind  speed  data,  graphically 
indicating  changes  in  wind  speeds  due  to  the 
project. 

For  areas  where  wind  speeds  are  projected  to  exceed 
acceptable  levels,  measures  to  reduce  wind  speeds  and  to 
mitigate  potential  adverse  impact  must  be  identified  and 
tested  in  the  wind  tunnel. 

The  criteria  for  acceptable  wind  conditions  for  various 
activities  are  included  in  Appendix  6. 

2 .    Shadow 

Shadow  analyses  must  be  performed  for  each  building  in 
Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C. 

A  shadow  analysis  must  be  performed  for  existing  and 
full-build  conditions  for  the  hours  9:00  a.m.,  12:00 
noon,  and  3:00  p.m.  for  the  vernal  equinox,  summer 
solstice,  autumnal  equinox,  and  winter  solstice.   It 
should  be  noted  that  due  to  time  differences  (daylight 
savings  vs.  standard) ,  the  autumnal  equinox  shadows 
would  not  be  the  same  as  the  vernal  equinox  shadows  and 
therefore  separate  shadow  studies  are  required  for  the 
vernal  and  autumnal  equinoxes. 

Shadow  analyses  to  be  conducted  for  10:00  a.m.,  11:00 
a.m.,  12:00  noon,  1:00  p.m.,  and  2:00  p.m.  for  October 
21  and  November  21  are  also  required  for  each  of  the 
alternatives. 
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The  shadow  impact  analysis  must  include  net  new 
shadows,  as  well  as  existing  shadows  and  must  clearly 
show  the  incremental  impact  of  the  proposed  buildings. 
Shadows  of  surrounding  buildings  also  must  be  included, 
as  appropriate,  to  indicate  clearly  the  new  shadow 
impact  of  the  project. 

Particular  attention  must  be  given  to  existing  or 
proposed  public  open  spaces  and  major  pedestrian  areas, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  sidewalks  surrounding 
the  project  site  and  the  proposed  project  open  spaces 
and  pedestrianways . 

Design  or  other  mitigation  measures  to  limit  or 
minimize  any  adverse  shadow  impact  must  be  identified 
and  analyzed. 

3 .  Daylight 

A  daylight  analysis  for  no-build  conditions  and  each 
alternative  must  be  provided  by  measuring  the 
percentage  of  skydome  that  is  obstructed  by  the 
proposed  project  buildings.   An  area  of  particular 
interest  is  Boylston  Street  and  Huntington  Avenue. 

4 .  Air  Quality 

An  air  quality  analysis  must  be  performed  for  Alter- 
native A  only. 

The  DPIR  must  describe  the  existing  air  quality  in  the 
project  vicinity  and  must  evaluate  ambient  levels  to 
determine  conformance  with  the  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  of  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency. 

A  future  air  quality  (carbon  monoxide)  analysis  is 
required  for  any  intersection  where  level  of  service 
is  expected  to  deteriorate  to  D  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  project  and  the  project  causes  a  10  percent 
increase  in  traffic  or  where  the  level  of  service  is  E 
or  F  and  the  project  contributes  to  a  reduction  of  LOS. 
The  methodology  and  parameters  of  the  traffic-related 
air  quality  analysis  must  be  approved  in  advance  by  the 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
Engineering  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority. 
Mitigation  measures  to  eliminate  or  avoid  any  violation 
of  air  quality  standards  must  be  described. 
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In  addition,  a  description  of  any  changes  to  the  garage 
exhaust  system,  including  location  of  exhaust  vents  and 
specifications,  and  an  analysis  of  the  impact  on 
pedestrian  level  air  quality  from  operation  of  any 
revised  exhaust  system  is  required.   Measures  to  avoid 
any  violation  of  air  quality  standards  must  be 
described. 

5 .  Solid  and  Hazardous  Waste 

This  information  is  required  only  for  Alternative  A. 

The  amount  and  method  of  demolition  of  the  existing 
buildings  and  infrastructure  on  the  project  site  must 
be  described  and  the  disposal  site  for  the  demolition 
debris  must  be  identified.   The  Applicant  must  describe 
the  removal  and  disposal  of  any  asbestos  material  from 
buildings  to  be  demolished. 

The  generation  of  solid  wastes  from  the  project  and 
plans  for  removal  and  disposal  including  opportunities 
for  future  recycling  must  be  described  in  the  DPIR. 

6 .  Noise 

A  noise  analysis  must  be  performed  for  Alternative  A. 

The  Applicant  must  provide  in  the  DPIR  an  evaluation  of 
ambient  noise  levels  to  determine  conformance  with  the 
Design  Noise  Levels  established  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.   Should  excessive 
ambient  noise  levels  exist,  mitigation  measures  to 
reduce  these  levels  to  acceptable  levels  must  be 
described  in  the  DPIR. 

Anticipated  long-term  noise  increases  from  project- 
generated  traffic  and  from  the  project's  building 
mechanical  equipment  must  be  evaluated. 

7 .  Construction  Impacts 

This  information  is  required  only  for  Alternative  A 
except  where  noted. 

A  construction  impact  analysis  which  includes  a 
description  and  evaluation  of  the  following: 

A.    Potential  dust  and  pollutant  emissions  and  miti- 
gation measures  to  control  these  emissions 
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B.  Potential  noise  impact  and  mitigation  measures  to 
minimize  increase  in  noise  levels 

C.  Location  of  construction  staging  areas  and 
construction  worker  parking 

D.  Construction  schedule,  including  hours  of 
construction  activity 

E.  Access  routes  for  construction  trucks  and  antici- 
pated volume  of  construction  truck  traffic   (This 
information  must  be  submitted  for  each 
alternative) 

F.  Foundation  construction  methodology,  pile  driving 
proposals,  and  measures  to  prevent  any  adverse 
impacts  on  adjacent  buildings  and  utility  lines, 
MBTA  Green  Line  tunnels,  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  and  rail  easements  and  on  groundwater 
levels   (This  information  must  be  submitted  for 
each  alternative) 

G.  Measures  to  protect  the  public  safety 

8 .    Rodent  Control 

A  rodent  control  analysis  must  be  performed  for  Alter- 
native A. 

An  analysis  of  the  impact  of  project  construction  on 
rodent  populations  and  a  description  of  the  proposed 
rodent  control  program  and  compliance  with  applicable 
City  and  State  regulatory  requirements  must  be  performed, 

IV.   URBAN  DESIGN  COMPONENT 

Urban  Design  materials  must  be  submitted  for  each 
alternative. 

The  following  urban  design  objectives  must  be  addressed  in 
the  analysis  required  in  the  Draft  Project  Impact  Report. 
Section  27D-18  of  the  Boston  Zoning  Code  requires  that 
development  within  the  Huntington  Avenue/Prudential  Center 
Special  Study  Area  be  in  accordance  with  the  following 
objectives: 

o    Development  must  emphasize  the  sense  of  human  scale 

through  familiar  block  and  building  sizes  and  shapes, 
modulated  and  detailed  facades  and  storefronts,  and 
articulated  entryways. 
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o  A  mixed-use  development,  including  office,  retail,  and 
residential  uses  to  increase  pedestrian  activity  along 
the  street  is  also  encouraged. 

Following  is  the  list  of  variables  which  must  be  addressed 
in  the  urban  design  studies  that  are  recommended  to  be 
prepared  in  continuing  consultation  with  the  BRA  and  PruPAC 
prior  to  selecting  the  three  specific  alternatives  to  be 
studied  in  detail  in  the  DPIR: 

o    Open  space  which  is  made  more  publicly  accessible. 

Additional  studies  depicting  the  open  space  design  as 
presented  in  the  PNF  may  be  submitted. 

o    Reconfiguration  of  the  loading  dock  access  along 

Huntington  Avenue  redesigned  to  create  a  more  inviting 
pedestrian  environment.   At  least  one  study  must 
include  moving  the  entrance  along  Huntington  Avenue  to 
eliminate  the  access  road.   At  least  one  study  must 
include  moving  the  access  to  the  loading  docks  to 
Belvidere  Street.   Additional  studies  depicting  the 
access  to  the  loading  docks  as  presented  in  the  PNF  may 
be  submitted. 

o  Entrances  to  Prudential  Center  that  are  more  inviting, 
generous  and  more  visible  than  those  shown  in  the  PNF. 

o    A  coherent  streetscape  pattern  must  be  studied  along 

Huntington  Avenue  to  give  a  sense  of  connection  between 
Copley  Square  and  the  Symphony  Hall  area. 

5.    A  mix  of  uses  along  Huntington  Avenue  is 
suggested.   One  study  must  include  a  residential  or 
mixed  use  building  on  Huntington  Avenue  or  Belvidere 
Street. 

o  One  study  must  conform  to  the  height  limits  established 
by  the  Boylston  Street  permanent  zoning,  Text  Amendment 
Number  118. 

o    One  study  must  include  added  height  on  the  Huntington 
Avenue  side  up  to  400'  in  order  to  decrease  the  site 
coverage,  consolidate  office  use,  or  to  allow  housing 
in  the  Huntington  Avenue/Belvidere  Street  building. 

o     A  consistent  cornice  line  along  Huntington  Avenue 
must  be  included  for  one  of  the  studies. 

o    One  study  must  include  more  office  space  and  less 
residential  space  on  Boylston  Street. 

o     The  present  massing  at  the  corner  of  Belvidere  and 
Huntington  Avenue  is  awkward  and  unresolved,  and  a 
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series  of  alternative  massings  must  be  studied.   One 
study  must  include  the  creation  of  a  plaza  at  the 
subway  entrance  on  the  corner  without  adversely 
affecting  the  importance  of  the  continuous  streetwall 
facade  along  Belvidere  Street  and  Huntington  Avenue. 
Particular  attention  must  be  paid  to  the  relationship 
between  the  new  building  and  the  massing  of  the 
existing  Christian  Science  center. 

o    One  study  must  redistribute  massing  in  order  to 

reduce  height  on  the  Huntington  Avenue  building,  with 
possible  increased  height  on  the  Belvidere  Street 
building. 

o    One  study  must  include  relocating  the  Boylston  Street 
garage  entrance  to  the  east  of  Fairfield  Street. 

o    One  study  must  include  an  entrance  to  the  project  which 
lines  up  with  the  grid  of  Back  Bay. 

In  order  to  determine  that  the  proposed  project  is 

(a)  architecturally  compatible  with  surrounding  structures; 

(b)  exhibits  an  architectural  concept  that  enhances  the 
urban  design  features  of  the  subdistrict  in  which  it  is 
located;  (c)  augments  the  quality  of  the  pedestrian  environ- 
ment; and  (d)  is  consistent  with  the  established  design 
guidelines  that  exist  for  the  area,  the  following  items  must 
be  submitted  for  each  of  the  three  alternatives  (except 
where  otherwise  indicated) ,  once  the  alternatives  have  been 
selected. 

1.  Written  description  of  program  elements  and  space 
allocation  for  each  element  including  both  proposed  and 
existing  open  space  and  amount  of  square  feet  devoted 
to  plazas  or  squares,  the  wintergarden,  pedestrian 
walkways,  and  streets  and  sidewalks,  as  well  as  square 
footage  numbers  comparing  enclosed  versus  exposed  open 
space 

2.  Plan  for  the  surrounding  area  and  district  and  sections 
at  an  appropriate  scale  (1"  =50'  or  larger)  showing 
relationships  of  the  proposed  project  and  alternatives 
to  the  surrounding  area's  and  district's: 

A.  massing 

B.  building  height 

C.  scaling  elements 

D.  open  space 

E.  major  topographic  features 
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F.  pedestrian  and  vehicular  circulation 

G.  land  use 

3.  Black  and  white  8"xl0"  photographs  of  the  site  and 
neighborhood  ( Information  need  only  be  submitted  for 
Alternative  A.) 

4.  Sketches,  diagrams,  and  photographs  where  relevant,  to 
clarify  design  issues  and  massing  options  to  illustrate 
open  versus  enclosed  spaces  and  public  versus  private 
open  space  showing  spaces  open  on  a  24  hour  basis, 
proposed  hours  of  public  accessibility  and  locations  of 
controlled  access  such  as  doors  and  security  checks 

5.  Description  of  method  of  climate  control  for 
pedestrianways  including  awnings,  roof  coverings,  etc. 

6.  Eye-level  perspective  (reproducible  line  drawings) 
showing  the  proposal  in  the  context  of  the  surrounding 
area 

7.  Aerial  views  of  the  project 

8.  Site  sections  at  1"  =  40'  or  larger  showing  relation- 
ships to  adjacent  buildings  and  spaces 

9.  Site  plan  at  an  appropriate  scale  (1"  =40'  or  larger) 
showing: 

A.  General  relationships  of  proposed  and  existing 
adjacent  buildings  and  open  space 

B.  Open  spaces  defined  by  buildings  on  adjacent 
parcels  and  across  streets 

C.  General  location  of  pedestrianways,  driveways, 
parking,  service  areas,  streets,  and  major 
landscape  features 

D.  Pedestrian,  handicapped,  vehicular  and  service 
access  and  flow  through  the  parcel  and  to  adjacent 
areas 

E.  Survey  information,  such  as  existing  elevations, 
benchmarks,  and  utilities 

F.  Phasing  possibilities 
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G.    Construction  limits 

H.    Description  in  sufficient  detail  to  demonstrate 

how  the  Boylston  Street  sidewalks  comply  with  the 
Boylston  Street  streetscape  plan 

10.  Elevations,  sections,  and  plans  at  1 " = 1 6 '  showing 
studies  of  entryways  into  and  out  of  the  site  particu- 
larly the  Boylston  and  Belvidere  Streets  and  Huntington 
Avenue  entrances  highlighting  grade  changes  and 
proposed  solutions  and  the  character  of  public  streets 
through  the  project 

11.  Examples  to  illustrate  form,  character  and  proposed 
roof  covering  system  of  proposed  public  north/ south 
pedes trianway 

12.  Cross  sections  at  1/8"=  l'=0"  to  show  alternatives  to 
arcades  along  Boylston  Street  and  Huntington  Avenue 

13.  Proposed  schedule  for  development  of  project 

14.  Massing  models  showing  each  alternative  at  1"  =  40' 

(Same  scale  as  the  base  model  at  Prudential) 

Submission  materials  for  Design  Development  and  Contract 
Documents  can  be  found  in  Appendix  2. 

V.  HISTORIC  RESOURCES  COMPONENT 

An  historic  resources  analysis  must  be  performed  for  Alter- 
native A. 

1.    Description  of  the  project  site  with  relation  to  the 

National  and  Massachusetts  Register  sites  or  districts 
and  landmarks  designated  by  the  Boston  Landmarks 
Commission  as  listed  in  the  Project  Notification  Form, 
and  possible  effects  on  such  sites,  districts,  or 
landmarks 

VI.  INFRASTRUCTURE  SYSTEMS  COMPONENT 

An  infrastructure  impact  analysis  must  be  performed  for  each 
alternative. 

1 .    Utility  Systems 

A.  Estimated  water  consumption  and  sewage  generation 
from  the  project 

B.  Description  of  the  capacity  and  adequacy  of  water  ■ 
and  sewer  systems  and  an  evaluation  of  the  impacts 
of  the  project  on  these  systems 
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C.    Identification  of  measures  to  conserve  resources, 
including  any  provisions  for  recycling 


2 .    Energy 

A.  Description  of  energy  requirements  of  the  project 
and  evaluation  of  project  impacts  on  resources  and 
supply 

B.  Description  of  measures  to  conserve  energy  usage 
and  consideration  of  feasibility  of  including 
solar  energy  provisions  or  other  on-site  energy 
provisions 

3  .    Water  Quality 

A.  Description  of  the  project's  impacts  on  the  water 
quality  of  Boston  Harbor  or  other  water  bodies 
that  could  be  affected  by  the  project,  if 
applicable 

B.  Description  of  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  or 
eliminate  impacts  on  water  quality 

C.  Description  of  measures  to  conserve  water 

D.  Description  of  impact  of  on  site  storm  drainage  on 
water  quality 

Anticipated  volume  requirements/generation  for  water, 
sewage,  and  energy  systems  must » be  the  factual  lead  items  in 
a  system-by-system  discussion  of  impacts  as  described  below. 

The  applicant's  submission  must  include  an  evaluation  of  the 
proposed  project's  impact  on  the  capacity  and  adequacy  of 
existing  water,  sewerage,  energy  (including  gas  and  steam), 
and  electrical  (including  telephone,  computer,  cable,  etc.) 
utility  systems,  and  the  need  reasonably  attributable  to  the 
proposed  project  for  additional  systems  facilities. 

1.    Any  system  upgrading  or  connection  requiring  a  signifi- 
cant public  or  utility  investment,  creating  a  signifi- 
cant disruption  in  vehicular  or  pedestrian  circulation, 
or  affecting  any  public  or  neighborhood  park  or  street- 
scape  improvements,  comprises  an  impact  which  must  be 
mitigated.   The  DPIR  must  describe  anticipated  impacts 
in  this  regard,  including  specific  mitigation  measures, 
and  must  include  nearby  proposed  project  build-out 
figures  in  the  analysis.   See  Appendix  4  for  a  current 
list  of  projects. 
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2.  The  proposed  project  must  also  address  relocation  of 
and  improvements  to  any  active  utility  lines  which 
cross  the  site.   In  addition,  potential  impacts  on,  or 
connections  to,  the  existing  Green  Line  MBTA  facilities 
and  Massachusetts  Turnpike  and  railroad  line  routes, 
which  flank  the  site  to  north  and  south  and  run  through 
the  project  (respectively) ,  must  be  included  in  this 
analysis. 

3.  Thorough  consultation  with  the  planners  and  engineers 
of  the  utilities  is  required  and  must  be  referenced  in 
the  Infrastructure  Component.   A  presentation  of  the 
Prudential  proposal,  with  special  focus  on  infrastructure 
(and  transportation  and  public  improvements) 

issues  before  the  Transportation  Liaison  Committee  is 
strongly  recommended. 

Additional  information  required  is  described  below. 

4.  If  sedimentation  problem  in  the  Huntington  Avenue 
(combined)  sewer  line  occurs  within  the  Prudential 

project  area,  analysis  of  whether  Prudential  can 
correct  the  problem  must  be  submitted.   This  may  help 
to  relieve  drainage  difficulties  in  the  St.  Botolph 
area.   The  impact  of  additional  sewage  on  the  St. 
Botolph  area  sewer  system  must  be  studied. 

5.  Any  circumstances  which  might  result  in  backflow  or 
capacity  problems  in  the  combined  sewage  lines  must  be 
described.   For  example,  peak  sewage  generation  during 
a  high  drainage  runoff  situation  such  as  a  hurricane  or 
severe  thunderstorm  must  be  studied. 

6.  The  location  of  transformer  and  other  vaults  required 
for  electrical  distribution  must  be  chosen  to  minimize 
disruption  to  pedestrian  paths  and  improvements  both 
when  operating  normally  and  when  being  serviced  and 
must  be  described. 

7.  Utility  systems  upgrading  requirements  must  be  a  factor 
in  planning  service  (i.e.,  gas).   A  scenario  where  this 
may  impact  adjacent  public  improvements  (St.  Botolph 
Street,  Boylston  Street  sidewalks,  Westland  Triangle, 
etc.)  must  be  addressed. 

8.  Communications  system  such  as  telephone,  cable,  com- 
puter etc.  must  be  described. 

9.  Energy  requirements  for  heating  require  further  dis- 
cussion.  Information  must  include  a  description  of 
natural  gas  as  a  suitable  long-term  choice,  Boston 
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Thermal  Energy's  plans  to  continue  to  provide  steam  to 
the  existing  physical  plant,  and  if  a  single  system 
will  prevail  throughout  or  systems  will  vary  location 
to  location. 

10.  Any  interruptions  in  service  or  new  risks  in  this 
project  associated  with  utility  lines  which  run  through 
the  Prudential  property  area  must  be  described. 

11.  The  Prudential  development  interfaces  with  other, 
non-utility,  infrastructure  systems,  such  as  the 
Massachusetts  Turnpike,  the  railway,  and  the  subways. 
A  brief  discussion  of  impacts  and/or  opportunities  at 
these  interfaces  (i.e.,  new  direct  Green  Line  pedes- 
trian connections,  etc.)  must  be  included.   Discussion 
of  these  elements  in  either  the  Transportation  or  Urban 
Design  Components  must  be  referenced  in  this  section. 
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Appendix  1 
REQUIRED  FINANCIAL  INFORMATION 
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REQUIRED  FINANCIAL  INFORMATION  —  PRUDENTIAL  CENTER 


DEVELOPMENT  PROFORMA  includes  all  the  information  normally  found 
in  a  development  proforma,  by  phase.   This  includes,  but  is  not 
limited  to: 

Land  acquisition  costs,  per  land  square  foot  and  total,  by 
parcel. 

Attribution  of  acquisition  expense  over  project  components, 
(per  FAR  square  foot  residential,  office,  parking,  etc.) 

All  hard  costs  on  a  per-unit  and  total  basis,  by  phase, 
(disaggregated  into  base  building,  tenant  improvement  work, 
rehabilitiation  work,  residential  finishes,  garage  cost,  site 
work,  furniture,  fixtures  and  equipment,  etc.) 

All  soft  costs  on  a  per-unit  and  total  basis,  by  phase, 
(disaggregated  into  individual  line  items  such  as 
architectural,  engineering,  legal,  accounting  and  developer's 
fees  and  any  other  professional  fees,  insurance,  permits, 
real  estate  tax  during  construction,  etc.) 

All  contingencies  on  a  per-unit  and  total  basis,  by  phase 
(specify  whether  contingency  is  on  hard  cost,  soft  cost,  or 
total  cost) . 

All  assumptions  regarding  financing  terms  on  existing  debt, 
acquisition,  pre-development,  and  construction  loans,  by 
phase  (including  financing  fees,  interest  rates,  terms, 
drawdown  assumptions,  terms,  participations,  amortization) . 

Calculation  of  housing  and  jobs  linkage  obligation  in 

accordance  with  Articles  26A  and  B,  and  anticipated  payment 

method  (over  term  of  obligation  or  on  a  net  present  value 
basis) . 

Any  other  project-related  expenses  not  within  any  of  the  above 
categories . 

Calculation  of  total  development  cost  by  component,  including 
total  and  per  unit  breakdown  (e.g.  per  square  foot  office, 
residential,  retail,  etc.,  per  parking  space,  etc.) 

Sources  of  debt  and  equity  for  total  project  costs. 

Appropriate  return  measures  (return  on  equity,  return  on  total 
development  cost,  internal  rate  of  return;  specify  method  of 
calculation  and  hurdle  rates) . 
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10-YEAR  OPERATING  profopm&  includes  all  the  information  n«™n 
found  in  an  operating  proforma,  on  a  yearlj  bas?™  Th?s       Y 
includes,  but  is  not  limited  to: 

Tabulation  of  gross  and  net  (leasable)  sguare  feet  for  all 
commercial  space.  ^ua^e  ieet  ror  an 

?S2?S? n°f  aiX  rentS  °n  a  per  s<5uare  foot  and  total  basis 
(including  anticipated  garage  rates  and  occupancy). 

Anticipated  operating  expenses  and  real  estate  taxes  on  oer 
oTeSLnSf  Hn?  t0tal  basis'  and  clear  explanation  of  Si?Jsio, 
IpfacrS^l^rSa^  ^  t8nant  (inClUdeS  a11  co—^Ii? 

ScKS  c^a^a^^  forth  to 

Anticipated  leasing  patterns  (5-yr,  10-yr,  etc  )      iea«-„n 
rates  and  calculation  of  operating  deficits  ir  any       P 

IlWefSf3  inc^^ng  free  rent,    tenant  improvement 

c^rig^atJos**1*  ^^    bef°re  taX  Cash  flov'  debt 

rM?ESj?t?d  rSnta-  rateS  and  °Perati«g  expenses  for  any 
residential  uses,  including  affordable  housing. 

rn^L^F°RWA,  includes  a11  th*  information  normally  found  in  a 
condominium  sales  proforma.   This  includes,  but  is  not  limited 

SSSjniScTlM  prices  per  square  foot  and  per  Unit'  and  P« 

P^riodpatSd  absorption  rate  and  Price  escalation  during  sales 
units?9  SXpenses  and  carrying  cost  assumptions  on  unsold 

Use  of  sales  proceeds  in  balance  of  project  (if  any). 

Appropriate  return  measures  (return  on  total  development 
cost,  return  on  gross  sales,  etc.)  p 


IA   -  53 


Appendix  2 

SUBMISSION  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  DESIGN  DEVELOPMENT 
AND  CONTRACT  DOCUMENTS  SUBMISSIONS 
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Phase  II  Submission:   Design  Development 

1.  Revised  written  description  of  project 

2.  Revised  site  sections 

3.  Revised  site  plan  showing: 

a.  Relationship  of  the  proposed  building  and  open  space  to 
existing  adjacent  buildings,  open  spaces,  streets,  and 
buildings  and  open  spaces  across  streets 

b.  Proposed  site  improvements  and  amenities  including 
paving,  landscaping,  lighting  and  street  furniture 

c.  Building  and  site  dimensions,  including  setbacks  and 
other  dimensions  subject  to  zoning  requirements 

d.  Any  site  improvements  or  areas  proposed  to  be  developed 
by  some  other  party  (including  identification  of 
responsible  party) 

e.  Proposed  site  grading,  including  typical  existing  and 
proposed  grades  at  parcel  lines 

4.  Dimensioned  drawings  at  an  appropriate  scale  (e.g.,  1"  =  8') 
developed  from  approved  schematic  design  drawings  which 
reflect  the  impact  of  proposed  structural  and  mechanical 
systems  on  the  appearance  of  exterior  facades,  interior 
public  spaces,  and  roof scape  including: 

a.  Building  plans 

b.  Preliminary  structural  drawings 

c.  Preliminary  mechanical  drawings 

d.  Sections 

e.  Elevations  showing  the  project  in  the  context  of  the 
surrounding  area  as  required  by  the  Authority  to 
illustrate  relationships  or  character,  scale  and 
materials 

5.  Large-scale  (e.g.  ,  3/4"  =  l'-0")  typical  exterior  wall 
sections,  elevations  and  details  sufficient  to  describe 
specific  architectural  components  and  methods  of  their 
assembly 

6.  Outline  specifications  of  all  materials  for  site 
improvements,  exterior  facades,  roof scape,  and  interior 
public  spaces 
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7.  Eye-level  perspective  drawings  showing  the  project  in  the 
context  of  the  surrounding  area 

8.  Samples  of  all  proposed  exterior  materials 

9.  Complete  photo  documentation  (35  mm  color  slides)  of  above 
components  including  major  changes  from  initial  submission 
to  project  approval 

Phase  III  Submission:   Contract  Documents 

1.  Final  written  description  of  project 

2.  A  site  plan  showing  all  site  development  and  landscape 
details  for  lighting,  paving,  planting,  street  furniture, 
utilities,  grading,  drainage,  access,  service,  and  parking 

3.  Complete  architectural  and  engineering  drawings  and 
specifications 

4.  Full-size  assemblies  (at  the  project  site)  of  exterior 
materials  and  details  of  construction 

5.  Eye-level  perspective  drawings  or  presentation  model  that 
accurately  represents  the  project,  and  a  rendered  site  plan 
showing  all  adjacent  existing  and  proposed  structures, 
streets  and  site  improvements 

6.  Site  and  building  plan  at  1"  =  100'  for  Authority's  use  in 
updating  its  1"  =  100'  photogrammetric  map  sheets 

Phase  IV  Submission:   Construction  Inspection 

1.  All  contract  addenda,  proposed  change  orders,  and  other 
modifications  and  revisions  of  approved  contract  documents 
which  affect  site  improvements,  exterior  facades,  roof scape, 
and  interior  public  spaces  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Authority 
prior  to  taking  effect. 

2.  Shop  drawings  of  architectural  components  which  differ  from 
or  were  not  fully  described  in  contract  documents 
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Appendix  3 

SCOPE  OF  SERVICES  FOR 
COMPREHENSIVE  HOUSING  IMPACT  REPORT 
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Scope  of  Services  for  the  Comprehensive  Housing  Impact  Report 
The  consultant  shall: 

1.  Determine  the  appropriate  "market  impact"  areas  for 
effective  housing  demand  resulting  from  the  Prudential 
redevelopment  plans.   The  areas  shall  include  at  least  the 
following  neighborhoods:  Prudential  Center  Apartments,  Fenway, 
Back  Bay,  Bay  Village,  South  End,  St.  Botolph  Street,  Lower 
Roxbury,  Kenmore  Square,  Mission  Hill,  and  Audubon  Circle.   Other 
relevant  neighborhoods  should  be  identified  based  not  necessarily 
on  geographic  proximity  but  rather  on  transportation  nodes  that 
provide  access  to  the  Prudential  Center  or  "soft  spots"  in  the 
Boston  metropolitan  area  offering  housing  opportunity  areas  for 
certain  of  the  new  employees. 

2.  Based  on  current  or  soon-to-be  available  "best  estimates"  of 
the  size  and  character  of  the  Prudential  redevelopment  labor 
force,  construct  a  "household  profile"  of  workers  by  salary  and 
skill  level.   Age,  family  structure  and  household  size  should  be 
estimated  as  should  housing  preference  (ie.  single  family, 
condominium,  rental,  etc.)  by  income  class.   Emphasis  should  be 
placed  on  the  character  and  scale  of  demand  for  affordable  - 
housing,  where  this  demand  will  compete  for  affordable  units,  and 
what  populations  this  competition  may  affect  (See  Note  1  on  next 
page) . 

3.  Estimate  a  minimum-maximum  percentage  range  of  these 
households  in  the  direct  demand,  indirect  demand  and  induced 
demand  categories  (See  Note  2  on  next  page)  that  move  into  the 
market  impact  areas  defined  in  (1)  above.   Establish  a  time-frame 
within  which  these  moves  can  legitimately  be  ascribed  to  the 
Prudential  redevelopment. 

4.  Explore  supply  side  changes  in  the  market  impact  areas 
during  the  period  in  which  Prudential  redevelopment  workers  are 
looking  for  housing  and  the  relevance  of  those  changes  to  the 
three  kinds  of  demands  discussed  in  (3)  above. 

5.  Make  explicit  the  "rules  of  thumb"  used  to  determine:  (1) 
which  neighborhoods  are  to  be  included  in  the  market  impact 
areas;  (2)  the  profile  of  workers  in  terms  of  income  and  housing 
choice;  (3)  the  percentage  and  profile  of  households  in  each  of 
the  three  demand  categories  presumed  to  move  to  the  impact  areas. 
Where  possible  base  those  rules  not  only  on  best  professional 
practices  but  also  on  the  actual  experience  of  other  major 
developments  in  Boston  with  characteristics  like  the  Prudential 
redevelopment.   Discuss  the  reasons  for  the  choice  of  the  rules 
followed. 
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6  .    Explore  other  pressures  on  the  market  impact  areas  from 
private  development  activity  and  increased  housing  demand  as  well 
as  softening  demand  (eg.  the  condominium  oversupply  in 
Cambridge) .   Evaluate  the  impact  of  infrastructure  development  in 
Boston  on  the  market  areas  as  well  as  City  policies  with  regard 
to  zoning,  rent  control,  condominium  conversion,  residency 
requirements,  and  local  hiring,  etc. 


NOTES: 


Affordable  housing  is  defined  as  housing  which  is  affordable 
to  families  earning  less  than  50%  of  median  income  ("low"), 
50%  to  80%  of  median  income  ("moderate"),  and  80%  to  120%  of 
median  income  ("upper  moderate"). 

Definitions:  direct  demand  -  households  that  move  into  the 
market   impact  area  to  work  at  the  redeveloped  Prudential 
Center;  indirect  demand  -  households  that  move  into  the 
market  impact  areas  as  a  consequence  of  other  firms 
expanding  or  starting  because  of  the  Prudential  redevelopment; 
induced  demand  -  households  that  move  into  the  market  impact 
area  because  of  enhancement  of  quality  of  life  in  Boston  of 
which  the  Prudential  redevelopment  is  a  contributing  factor. 
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Appendix  4 

LIST  OF  PROPOSED  PROJECTS  AND 
PROJECTS  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION  IN  THE  STUDY  AREA 
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DATA  ON  SELECTED  DEVELOPMENTS 


PROJECT 

TOTAL  SF 

OFFICE 

RETAIL 

RESIDENIAL 

222  BERKELEY 

505, 

,000 

470,000 

35,000 

420  BOYLSTON 

97, 

,912 

84,947 

12,965 

425  BOYLSTON 

32, 

,000 

29,000 

3,000 

500  BOYLSTON 

694, 

,000 

645,000 

49,000 

745  BOYLSTON 

112, 

,000 

102,000 

10,000 

855  BOYLSTON 

139, 

,677 

132,737 

6,940 

3  0  GARRISON 

43, 

,046 

0 

0 

52 

units 

32  GARRISON 

86, 

,494 

0 

0 

74 

units 

25  HUNTINGTON 

208, 

,000 

38,000 

10,000 

110 

units 

116  HUNTINGTON 

252, 

,700 

239,000 

13,700 

HYNES 

590, 

,000 

(Convention  Center) 

TENT  CITY 

255, 

,740 

0 

6,750 

'  270 

units 

360  NEWBURY 

114, 

,772 

70,000 

44,772 

PARCEL  6 

93, 

,000 

25,000 

3,000 

70 

units 

(Theater) 

PRINCE 

68, 

,100 

0 

24,900 

36 

units 

56  ST.  BOTOLPH 

39, 

,000 

0 

0 

32 

units 
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Appendix  5 
INTERSECTIONS  TO  BE  ANALYZED 
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APPENDIX  6 
CRITERIA  FOR  ACCEPTABLE  WIND  CONDITIONS 
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HOG   Report   No.    WE-35Q1-Q01 


Recommended  Pedestrian  Safety/Comfort  Standards 
for  Urban  Winds 


Activity  Area 


Limit  (or  Safety  — 
All  Pedestrian  Areas 

Major  Walkways  — 

Especially  Principal  Egress  Path 
(or  High-flise  Buildings 

Other  Pedestrian  Walkways  — 

Including  Street  and  Arcade 
Shopping  Areas 

Open  Plazas  and  Park  Areas 

Walking.  Strolling  Activities 

Open  Plaza  and  Park  Sitting 
Areas,  Open-Air  Restaurants 


Effective  Gust 
Velocity  (egv)* 

13.6  m/sec 
(30.4  mpn) 

13.6  m/sec 
(30.4  mph) 


11.2  m/sec 
(25  mph) 


6.3  m/sec 
(14.1  mph) 

4.0  m/sec 
(9  mph) 


Permitted 
Occurrence 
Frequency 
i.0%" 


1  o%  •  • 


5% 


15% 


20% 


•The  effective  gust  velocity  (egv)  is  defined  as  egv  =  U  +■  1 .5  u„,  where  U  is  the  mean  wmospeed  at  a  par- 
ticular location  and  u^  is  the  root  mean  souare  of  the  fluctuating  velocity  component  measured  at  the  same 
locations  over  the  same  time  interval. 

"The  effective  gust  velocity  with  a  i  %  occurrence  freouency  was  derived  By  interpolation  of  data  from 
Cohen  et  al..  1977;  the  actual  value  proposed  for  a  0.1%  occurrence  freouency  is  15.9  m/sec  (35.6  mph) 
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PRUDENTIAL  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT 

DRAFT  PROJECT  AND  ENVmONMENTAL 

IMPACT  REPORT 

VOLUME  IA:    SUMMARY  APPENDIX 


4 .  MASSACHUSETTS  EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

ON 

THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  NOTIFICATION  FORM 

AND  COMMENTS  RECEIVED 
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:kael  s.   dukaks 
Governor 


-AME5     S      HOYTE 
Secretary 


Oxecuiive    (i/ytice  of   (jinviyonmentat  SZ/uatri 
2$ot>ton,    tJhttachitefa   02202 


September  1,  1988 


CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

ON  THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  NOTIFICATION  FORM 


PROJECT  NAME 

PROJECT  LOCATION 

EOEA  'NUMBER 

PROJECT  PROPONENT 

DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR 


Prudential  Center  Redeveloment 

Boston 

7208 

Prudential  Property  Company.  Inc 

July  13,  1988 


Pursuant  to  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(G.L. .C.30.S.61-62H)  and  Sections  11.04  and  11.06  of  the  MEPA 
regulations  (301  CMR  11.00).  I  hereby  determine  that  the  above 
project  requires  the  preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact 
Reoort . 


The  Prudential  Center  Redevelopment  consists  of  an 
additional  1.5  million  square  feet  of  residential,  retail,  hotel 
and  office  space  organized  by  a  system  of  pedestrian  ways  and 
open  spaces  at  the  existing  Prudential  Center.   The  project  is 
categorically  included  for  the  preparation  of  an  Environmental 
Impact  Report  under  MEPA  Regulation  11.25  for  reasons  of  water 
use,  total  gross  interior  floor  space,  and  trip  generation. 

The  Prudential  Property  Company  is  subject  to  the  Article  31 
review  process  under  the  Boston  Zoning  Code,  and  as  a  result  will 
be  preparing  a  Project  Impact  Report  on  the  redevelopment 
project.   Accordingly,  in  compliance  with  the  intent  of  MEPA 
Regulation  11.13,  I  am  requiring  that  the  Prudential  Property 
Company  produce  a  single,  joint  impact  report  document  sufficient 
to  serve  the  purposes  of  both  the  Massachusetts  Environmental 
Policy  Act  and  the  Boston  Zoning  Code.   The  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  (BRA) .  with  the  input  of  the  Prudential  Project 
Advisory  Committee  (PruPAC),  has  produced  a  thoughtful  and 
comprehensive  scoping  determination.   This  document  is  herein 
attached  and  made  a  part  of  the  MEPA  Scope  for  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  subject  to  the  modifications  and 
clarifications  in  the  following  Scope. 
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EOEA  #  7-201 


ENF  Certificate 


Sentember 


SCOPE 


General 


The  DEIR  should  conform  to  the  requirements  of  301  CMR  11.07 
for  outline  and  organization.   As  the  report  will  most  likely  be 
of  substantial  size,  it  should  be  printed  on  both  sides  of  8  1/2 
by  11  inch  paper,  with  technical  material  and  computer  printouts 
presented  in  technical  appendices  so  as  to  facilitate  review  of 
the  main  body  of  the  text.   Copies  of  the  DEIR/PEIR  should  be 
circulated  as  required  by  the  BRA  and  to  the  following: 

Secretary,  EOEA.   Attn:  MEPA  Unit  (3  copies) 

DEQE,  Division  of  Air  Quality  Control 

DEQE,  Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control 

DEQE,  Division  of  Hazardous  Waste 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (Attn:  Katina 

Belzos ) 
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 

Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction 
Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 
Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 
Stephen  H.  Kaiser 

Additional  Provisions 

Generally,  the  BRA  Scoping  Determination,  particularly 
sections  II  (Transportation  Component),  III  (Environmental 
Protection  Component),  IV  (Urban  Design  Component),  V  (Historical 
Resources  Component),  and  VI  (Infrastructure  Systems  Component) 
is  adopted  herein  as  the  Scope  for  the  DEIR,  with  the  following 
additions  or  clarifications.    Section  I  (General  Information)  is 
adopted  as  written  by  the  BRA. 

Transportation  Component 

1.  The  attached  public  comment  letters  regarding  the  public 
transportation  system  in  the  project  area  must  be 
addressed  in  the  DEIR. 

2.  Circulation  and  access  impacts  (item  II.l.D)  should 
include  an  indent  if icat ion  of  possible  diversion  routes 
in  the  neighborhood  and  identify  mitigation  measures  to 
alleviate  these  conditions. 


3.  Key  local  roadway  links  in  the  Prudential  Center  area 
should  also  be  analyzed  for  capacity  (e.g. .  Boylston 
and  Berkely  streets),  as  well  as  the  nearby  Massachusetts 
Turnoike  ramos . 
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EOEA  #  7208  ENF  Certificate  September 


4.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  the  coordination  with  the  Back 
Bay  Transportation  Study. 

Environmental  Protection 

1.  The  indirect  source  air  quality  analysis  should  be 
performed  for  intersections  or  roadways  operating  at 
Level  of  Service  (LOS)  D  where  the  project  adds  10 
percent  or  more  to  existing  traffic  volumes  or  at  any 
intersection  or  roadway  operating  at  LOS  E  or  F  affected 
by  the  project  generated  traffic,  after  mitigation. 

2.  The  noise  analysis  must  include  an  assessment  of  the 
project's  compliance  with  DEQE  noise  regulations  and 
guidel ines . 

Historic  Resources 

1.  The  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  must  be  consulted 
regarding  the  potential  for  the  prescence  of 
archaeological  resources  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project 
site. 

Infrastructure  Systems 

1.  The  project  will  be  required  to  provide  offsets  for  the 
increased  sewage  flows  at  a  minimum  of  a  2:1  ratio 
through  the  implementation  of  infiltration/inflow  or 
similar  improvements  as  a  condition  of  any  sewer 
connection  permit  from  the  DEQE. 

2.  The  project  will  tie  into  several  combined  sewers  in  the 
area  where  other  connections  are  not  feasible.   The 
proponent  must  consult  with  the  Massachusetts  Water 
Resources  Authority  to  insure  that  the  redevelopment 
plan  is  consistent  with  the  ongoing  MWRA  CSO  Facilities 
Plan  process.   The  DEIR  should  report  on  the  results  of 
this  consultation  process  and  identify  any  opportunities 
for  CSO  improvements  which  might  be  implemented  in  the 
area. 


September  1 ,  1988 
DATE 
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"OF.A  #  7208  EN'F  Cer-i  f  ic?re  Seotembe' 


Comments  received: 

7/22/88    -  DEQE,  Metropolitan  Boston  -  Northeast  Rea.ion 

8/1/88     -  EOTC 

8/2/88     -  MWRA 

8/3/88     -  MAPC 
MBTA 

8/16/88    -  Stephen  H.  Kaiser 

8/23/88    -  Barry  P.  Pinciss,  PruPAO 

JSH/JF/if 
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S.  RUSSELL  SYLVA 

Commissioner 


iEMORAN-Ul'I 


5   uarnrnxxrueieciu/i  S?/icesuce 

RE  - '-  ■  ■ 

.•.■...  aa** 


THRU:  Mcel  Hartley,  ?.£..  Section  Chief  ^^J/J^1^     ^ 


FRO: 


Karen  ".  Golden,  Environmental  Analysi 
Solid  w'aste  Section.  DEQE/Vcburn. 


a_y  _5 


'CT:  Prudential  Center  Redevelopment ,  Prudential 
Boston,  Y.k   0210S 


rperty  Co, 


The  ZNF  for  the  above-referenced  pro'je 
c-vinci  comments: 


has  been  reviewed  with  the 


The  Ef;F  notes  that  the  redevelopment  involves  the  demolition  of 
existing  retail  businesses.  This  will  result  m  demolition  debris, 
including  concrete  and  wood.   According  to  the  new  solid  waste  bill: 

"Evsrv  city  or  town  shall  reciir^  as  a  condition  of  issuing  a 
building  permit  or  license  for  the  demolition,  renovation, 
rehabilitation  or  otn  =  r  altc-ratic:.  -:  i  ^ui^cmg  cr  structure,  that 
the  debris  resulting  from  demolition,  renovation,  rehabilitation  cr 
alteration  be  disposed  of  in  a  properly  licensed  solid  waste  dispes; 
facility,  as  defined  by  Section  one  hundred  and  fifty  A  of  Chapter  c 
hundred  ar.d  eleven.   Any  such  permit  or  license  shall  indicate  the 
location  of  the  facility  at  which  the  debris  13  to  be  disposed.   If 
for  any  reason,  the  debris  will  no-  be  disposed  of  as  indicated,  tht- 
permittee  cr  license  shall  notify  'he  issuing  authority  as  _o  "he 
location  where  the  debris  will  be  disposed.   The  issuing  authority 
shall  amend  the  oerrr.it  or  license  re  so  indicate." 


It  is  recommended  that  the  Department  of  Environ"*.'.",  tal  Quality 

•oved  disposal  facility  is  located,  bo  notified  3s  "c  the  speci: 
.li:y  -here  the  debris  is  to  be  disposed. 
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Boarfl  ot  Directors 
James  S.  Hoyte.  Chairman 
Paul  N.  Anaersor 
Jonn  J.  Carroll 
Robert  J  Ooiek 
Lorraine  M  Downey 
Anmony  V.  Fietcner 
Chartes  Lyons 
Samuel  G  Mygatt 
Margaret  A.  Alley 
Waller  J.  Ryan.  Jr. 
Jonathan  Z.  Souweine 

Executive  Director 

Paul  F  Levy 


MASSACHUSETTS  WATER  RESOURCES  AUTHORITY 
Charlestown  Navy  Yard 
100  First  Avenue 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02129 


Telephone 
(617)242-6000 


August  2,  1988 


<:-OE'VED 


James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary  ",J°  ~  :  '-' 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street  c": ".I  &  ~HE  S-;- ?■-"'."  & 

Boston,  MA  02202  Lv ;•■.;•.;;  Mental  -V;  > 

Attention:   MEPA  Unit 

RE:   EOEA  No.  7207  -  Great  Northern  Mfg.,  Chelsea 

EOEA  No.  7208  -  Prudential  Center  Redevel.,  Boston 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

We  submit  the  following  comments  concerning  the  above 
referenced  Environmental  Notification  Forms,  which  were 
noticed  in  the  July  13th  issue  of  the  -Environmental  Monitor. 

1.  EOEA  No.  7207  -  Great  Northern  Mfg.,  Chelsea 

As  there  is  an  MWRA  interceptor  in  the  general 
vicinity,  a  more  detailed  site  plan  will  be  required. 

2.  EOEA  No.  7208  -  Prudential  Center  Redevel.,  Boston 

Considering  the  volume  of  wastewater  flow  generated  by 

the  proposed  redevelopment,  the  proponent  should  assure 

that  the  receiving  sewers  have  sufficient  capacity  to 

accommodate  the  increased  wastewater  flow  as  well  as 
other  tributary  flows. 

The  proponent  states  that  connections  will  be  made  to 
separate  sanitary  lines,  wherever  possible.   However, 
wherever  the  proponent  is  connecting  to  combined 
sewers,  two  separate  connections  should  be  made  to  the 
line,  one  for  stormwater  and  one  for  wastewater. 

An  MWRA  Industrial  User  Permit  will  be  required  only  if 
anything  other  than  sanitary  sewage  is  discharged  to 
the  sewer  system. 
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^  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment.   Should  you  have 
any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  me  at 
242-0230,  ext.  4328. 

Very  truly  yours, 


/^Zc^ytfJL^. 


Katina  N.  Belezos,  Project  Engineer 
Technical  Support  Branch 
Engineering  Division 


KB/mb:408 
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Uffa    Of'  /^     y«P*tu*y.        _   c   ^  -  1  \/  ££) 

3Un-  JUim.    JLS0  CtHS-3969  K^       *     " 

tfnsdsincA    £T.    <Ja/vuec4  <3Ti  ,/  „_.  ~„„„  _..r  c    "      '■"■•   "*r 

,,,,  J*4eAAon*  973-7000  ,...~c  i-f  " ■•-  -  •'*"" 

DATE:  JULY  5,  1988        .  DATE  RECEIVED  K«O.T.C.JULY  5'  1988  OOMENTS  DUE:  August  2'  198i 

PROJECT  PROPONENT:   THE  PRUDENTIAL  PROPERTY  COMPANY,  INC. 

PRUDENTIAL  CENTER  -  SUITE  1800 

BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  BOSTCW,  MASSACHUSETTS:  PRUDENTIAL  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT  ,  BOUNDED  BY  • 
BOYLSTON  STREET,  EXETER  STREET,  HUNTINGTON  AVENUE,  BELVTDERE  STREET  AND  DALTON  STREET, 
BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS.  The  proposed  project  consists  of  the  redevelopment  of  portions 
of  the  existing  27  acre  Prudential  Center.  280  to  350  residential  units  are  planned  in 
up  to  four  14  -  story  residential  structures  along  Boylston  Steet.  The  plan  proposes 
two  mid-rise  office  buildings  on  Huntington  Avenue  at  13  and  24  stories  and  one  at  12 
stories  on  Boylston  Street  totalling  approximately  935,000  S.F.  There  is  also  planned 
retail  and  service  facilities  below  office  at  street  and  deck  levels. 


COMMENTS  ON  PROPOSED  PROJECT: 
[   ]    NO  COMMENTS 

see  attached 


COMMENTS: 


DATE: 


v£>  FREDERICK  p.  salvucci 
SECRETARY 
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EOTC  COMMENTS  ON  THE  ENF  FOR  PRUDENTIAL  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT 
BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS 

EOTC  has  reviewed  the  ENF  for  the  Prudential  Center 
Redevelopment  project,  proposed  to  include  1,548,000  additional 
square  feet  of  residential,  retail  and  office  space  in  the  area 
surrounding  the  existing  Prudential  Center.  The  plan  consists 
of  four  residential  structures,  three  office  buildings,  and 
241,000  square  feet  of  new  retail  space.  The  project  is 
categorically  included  in  the  MEPA  regulations  and  therefore 
requires  the  preparation  of  an  EIR. 

This  enormous  project  is  of  major  concern  to  both  the  city 
and  the  state  because  of  its  potential  impacts  on  the  existing 
and  proposed  transportation  system  in  the  center  of  the  region. 
The  large  scale  of  the  project  and  its  proximity  to  the 
Massachusetts  Turnpike  bring  it  under  consideration  in  EOTC, 
MDPW,  and  MBTA  studies  of  auto  and  transit  traffic  generation 
and  distribution  throughout  the  downtown  area.  We  are  pleased 
to  note  that  no  new  parking  spaces  are  proposed,  and  the 
developer  is  relying  on  a  very  high  transit  orientation. 

In  the  DEIR,  the  proponent  should  identify  possible 
transportation  management  strategies.  The  ENF  states  that  the 
project  will  generate  only  2207+  daily  vehicle  trips  due  to 
proposed  vehicular  demand  management  measures.  The  proponent 
should  therefore  outline  all  measures  to  be  taken  and  provide  a 
time  schedule  for  implementation  in  the  DEIR.  The  location  of 
the  project  between  three  rapid  transit  stations  (Back  Bay, 
Copley  Square  and  Prudential)  offers  the  proponent  an  ideal 
opportunity  to  maximize  the  use  of  transit  by  employees, 
residents,  and  customers.  In  developing  the  DEIR,  the  proponent 
should  work  closely  with  EOTC,  MBTA,  MDPW  and  the  Central 
Artery/Third  Harbor  Crossing  design  team  since  these  agencies 
are  deeply  involved  in  transit  programs  for  Downtown  Boston. 
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Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

110  Tremont  Street  Boston,  Massachusetts  02108    (bl7)-43 1-2770 

Sereins  101  Cities  &  Towns  in  Metropolitan  Boston         ■  __ 

July  29,  1988 

The  Honorable  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

MEPA  Unit 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Project  Identification 

Project  Name:  Prudential  Center  Redevelopment     E0EA#:   7208 

Project  Proponent:  The  Prudential  Property  CompanyMAPC#:  ENF-88- 163 

Inc. 
Location:  Boston  Received:  July  5,  1988 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Chapter  30,  Section  62,  of  the  Massachusetts 
General  Laws,  the  Council  has  reviewed  the  Environmental  Notification  Form  identified 
above  and  offers  the  following  comments: 

1.  Environmental  Notification  Form  adequate;  no  Environmental  Impact  Report 

should  be  required. 

2.  Before  a  determination  can  be  made  as  to  whether  or  not  an  Environmental 

Impact  Report  should  be  required,  additional  information  should  be  provided 
on  (  )  probable  environmental  impacts,  (  )  alternatives  to  proposed  action, 
and/or  (  )  measures  proposed  to  mitigate  probable  impacts. 

3.  _X An  Environmental  Impact  Report  (  )  should  be  required,  (X)  is  categorically 

required. 

4.  X   Additional  comments  are  attached. 


CiosL 


Daiid  C.    Soule 
Executive  Director 

DCS/    JCW/emt 

cc:   Mr.  Richard  Dimino,  Boston 

Mr.  Paul  Reavis,  BRA 

Ms.  Margaret  B.  Briggs,  HMM  Associates,  Inc. 

Mr.  Robert  J.  Walsh,  Prudential  Property  Company,  Inc. 

Ms.  Patrice  Spindler,  MAPC  Staff 

Ms.  Judith  C.  Wiegand,  MAPC  Staff 

rankt   Baxter  l'r.-.l.-.,t  Franklin  C  Chinfi,  Vice-President  Murine  A   D.ivim  Sirrtarv  Martha  K   C\es,tebv.  Treasurer 

Executive  Director:  David  C.  Smile 
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MAPC 


Metropolitan  Area  rianrung  council 

llOTremont  Street  Boston.  Massachusetts  0211)8    (6171-451-2770 
Serving  101  Cities  &  Towns  m  Metropolitan  Boston 


Additional  Comments 

The  Council  has  comments  on  several  areas  of  this  ENF:  traffic, 
project  alternatives,  urban  design,  energy  use,  solid  waste 
management,  and  water  use. 

Traffic 

The  Prudential  Center  redevelopment  project  proposes  to  construct  an 
additional  1.5  million  square  feet  of  residential,  office  and  retail 
space.  The  project  may  have  significant  transportation  impacts  on 
the  Back  Bay  highway  and  transit  system.  The  proponent  has  provided 
traffic  volumes  only  for  the  peak  period  and  not  the  Average  Daily 
Traffic  (ADT)  required  by  MEPA.  The  proponent  should  carefully 
identify  ADT  and  peak  volumes  as  well  as  percent  and  volume  of  trips 
distributed  in  the  study  area.  The  Draft  EIR  should  identify 
pedestrian  flows  within  the  redevelopment  project  as  well  as 
externally  in  relation  to  local  transit  facilities.   Mitigation 
should-  focus  on  traffic  circulation  in  the  study  area  in  an  attempt 
to  accommodate  pedestrian  flows  with  vehicular  traffic.  The  ENF 
refers  to  traffic  demand  management  as  part  of  the  proposed 
mitigation.  The  EIR  should  detail  trip  reduction  strategies  and 
compare  with  examples  from  previous  studies  in  the  Back  Bay 
concerning  the  expected  benefits  of  traffic  management  efforts. 

The  redevelopment  project  will  include  a  child  care  facility.  The 
proponent  should  consider  whether  a  loading  or  kiss-and-ride  zone 
might  be  appropriate  to  service  this  facility.  MAPC  is  supportive  of 
locating  child  care  facilities  at  employment  centers  as  a  trip 
reduction  strategy.  There  may  be  evidence  of  trip  savings  for 
employees  who  will  use  this  new  service  at  the  redeveloped  Prudential 
Center. 

The  Council  would  like  to  know  what  other  trip  reduction  strategies 
were  calculated  into  traffic  volumes  given  in  the  ENF. 

Further,  the  proponent  should  propose  mitigation  methods  to  improve 
the  design,  access,  and  circulation  of  parking  facilities  at  the 
site. 

The  proponent  should  also  study  the  impact  this  project  will  have  on 
the  capacity  of  the  local  transit  services.  Transit  overcrowding  on 
the  Green  Line  in  particular  may  reduce  the  chances  of  successfully 
implementing  a  traffic  reduction  program. 


Frank  E.  Baxter.  P-rv,/r-(  Fr.inklin  (".  (  him;   Vuv-Pn«.i,ihH  M.irn.rieA   Davis   VirWiin/  Martha  K   (.,|csti-hy 

LvrnifKrPiri'ifer   D.ivull    Nuilt- 
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Project  Alternatives 

The  ENF  for  this  project  refers  to  an  earlier  proposal  for  2.3 
million  square  feet  of  new  space,  which  was  altered  in  response  to  a 
19-month  study  and  development  guidelines  prepared  by  the  Prudential 
Project  Advisory  Committee  (PruPAC).  In  the  Draft  EIR,  the  Council 
would  like  to  see  a  description  of  the  earlier  proposal,  as  well  as 
the  development  guidelines  and  the  composition  of  PruPAC. 

Urban  Design 

In  view  of  the  density  of  development  on  both  the  Prudential  Center 
site  and  the  surrounding  neighborhood,  the  Council  would  like  to 
review  the  site  plan  for  the  proposed  redevelopment.  We  would  also 
like  to  see  a  site  plan  of  the  existing  Center,  for  comparison 
purposes. 

We  are  also  concerned  about  the  integration- of  the  new  buildings  with 
the  existing  ones  and  those  in  adjacent  neighborhoods.  So,  we  would 
like  to  see  sketches  of  various  views  or  streetscapes  1)  throughout 
the  redevelopment  site  itself,  2)  from  the  surrounding  neighborhood 
looking  into  the  redeveloped  Center,  and  3)  looking  out  into  the 
surrounding  neighborhoods  from  the  redeveloped  Center. 

Both  the  site  plan  and  the  views  will  enable  the  Council  to  review 
the  potential  for  wind  and  shadow  impacts,  the  distribution  of  open 
space,  and  the  relative  heights  of  new  and  existing  buildings. 


Energy  Use 

The  Council  is  concerned  that,  in  response  to  Question  III.F.l., 
project  proponents  indicate  that  they  are  considering  electric  space 
heating.  The  Council  would  like  to  encourage  the  proponents  to  keep 
energy  conservation  as  one  of  their  major  guidelines  in  choice  of  a 
space  heating  system.  Either  natural  gas  or  oil  fired  heating  is 
more  efficient. 


Solid  Waste  Management 

The  proposed  redevelopment  will  generate  approximately  50%  more  solid 
waste  annually  than  the  existing  development.  Considering  the  solid 
waste  disposal  crisis  now  facing  the  Commonwealth,  the  Council  would 
like  to  propose  that  the  proponents  be  certain  to  include  both  space 
and  facilities  for  residential  and  office/retail  recycling  programs. 
In  fact,  we  would  like  to  see  such  facilities  designed  into  the 
project  and  recommend  that  the  proponents  work  with  the  DEQE's 
Division  of  Solid  Waste  Management  on  a  recycling  program. 


Water  Use 

The  Council  assumes  that  the  proponents  are  planning  to  install  such 
water-conserving  devices  as  low-flow  showerheads  in  the  residental 
units  and  health  club,  as  well  as  the  new  water-saving  toilets 
throughout  the  project. 
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DATE: 
I.D.   #: 

TO: 


Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

110  Tremont  Street  Boston,  Massachusetts  02108     (61 7)- 4  51 -2  770 
Serving  101  Cities  &  Towns  in  Metropolitan  Boston 


July  5,    1988 


ENF-88-163 


Paul    Reavis 


COMMUNITY: 


BRA 


Enclosed  is  a  description  of  the  project  referenced  below. 

The  Council   requests  that  you  consider  whether  this  report  adequately 
describes  the  project's  impact  upon  your  Community  and  addresses 
significant  environmental  benefits  and  potential  damages. 


PROJECT  TITLE: 


Prudential   Center  Redevelopment 


THE  COUNCIL  HAS  ONLY  20  CALENDAR  DAYS  TO  FILE  COMMENT  WITH 
E.O.E.A.     TO  MEET  THIS  DEADLINE,   YOUR  COMMENTS  MUST  BE 
RECEIVED  AT  THE  MAPC  BY  July  29,   1988 


I        ADEQUATELY  DESCRIBES  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 
7~1        MERITS  FURTHER  ENVIRONMENTAL  STUDY 

I        NEED  MORE  INFORMATION 


EXPLANATORY  COMMENTS:  This  project  is  categorically  included  for  the  preparat 
an  SIR.  A  breadly-based  enTironneatal  analysis  scope  should  be  required.  Tup 
areas  of  particular  conoern  include  traffic  generation  and  Impact  on  the  local 
system,  parking  supply  and  demand,  wind  and  shadow  effects,  air  quality  impact 
additional  traffic,  selid  and  hazardous  waste  generation  from  construction  and 
operation,  increase  in  noise  lerels,  impacts  on  infrastsmsture  (water,  sewer, 
utilities),  construction-related  impacts,  urban  design,  aesthetics,  and  compat: 
with  surrounding  neighborhoeds,  and  relationship  to  surrounding  historic  reseu 
The  BRA  will  require  the  preparation  of  a  Prejeet  Impact  Reoort  and  Transporta 
Access  Plan,   which  sheuld  be  coordinated  with  the  MBPA  SIR  scope. 


SIGNATURE:, 

DATE:      21  July  1?88 
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DAT 

TRANSPORTATION 
AUTHORITY 

James  F.  O'Leary 

General  Manager 
Transportation  Building 
Ten  Park  Plaza 
Boston,  Massachusetts  021 16 


August  3,  1988 


Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  En vi ronme nt a  1  Affairs 

20th  Floor 

LOO  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA   02202 


ED 


At  tention: 


Mr.  Steve  Davis 
ME  PA  Unit 


RE:   EOEA  File  #7208 

Environmental  Notification  Form  (ENF) 
Prudential  Center  Redevelopment 
Boston,  MA 

Dear  Mr.  Davi  s : 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Environmental 
Notification  Form  (ENF)  for  the  Prudential  Center  Redevelopment 
Pr  oj  e  ct . 

The  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority  (MBTA),  after 
inspection  of  the  ENF,  offers  the  following  comments: 

-  The  project  proponents  should  provide  a  design  layout  that 
is  sensitive  to  transit  users  by  ameliorating  access  to  both  the 
Auditorium  and  Prudential  Green  Line  Stations. 


-  To  further  promote  mass  transit  use,  the  Prudential 
Property  Company,  Inc.  should  aggressively  campaign  for  their 
leaseholders  to  provide  subsidized  MBTA  passes  for  their 
employees.   This  could  significantly  reduce  the  number  of  cars 
that  would  daily  enter  and  leave  the  site. 

In  closing,  I  hope  this  information  proves  helpful  to  your 
review  . 


Thank  you 


Since  re lv  you  r s  , 

Jasdes  F.  O'LearV- 
Gepie  ra  1  Mahage  r 


F.M.  Keville 
C.B.  Steward 
J. A.  Chmielinski 
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191  Hamilton  Street 
Cambridge,  Mass.  02139 
August  8,  1988 


lc 


TO   :  Kathleen  'fV-UU^ 
Sue  Prindle 


FROM  :  Stephen  H.  Kaiser 

SUBJECT  :  PROPOSED  PRUDENTIAL  EXPANSION  (  EOEA  #  7208) 


The  MEPA  scoping  meeting  is  scheduled  for  August  16  at  5:00  PM.  I  would 
suggest  a  formal  and  written  presentation  of  the  traffic  and  transit  concerns  of 
the  neighborhood  regarding  the  Prudential  Expansion. 


The  key  ingredients  in  a  scoping  strategy  are  : 

1.  TRAFFIC  :  Identify  all  the  key  bottlenecks.  Do  not  have  the  consultants 
study  20  easy  intersections  and  conclude  that  "almost  all  of  the 
intersections  work".  Actively  throw  out  the  easy  ones  from  the  scope, 
work  on  the  bottlenecks  and  the  diversions  through  the  neighborhood. 

Regardless  of  previous  proposals  or  PRUPAC  agreements,  the  current  plan 
still  represents  a  36%  size  increase  over  the  existing.  Pru  Center.  It 
remains  a  very  large  project. 

For  mitigation,  let's  set  up  a  target  or  goal  first,  and  make  the 
developer  meet  it,  rather  than  have  them  offer  some  mitigation  scraps 
which  may  be  inadequate  to  protect  the  neighborhood. 

The  goal  should  be  no  net  increase  in  traffic  through  the  neighborhood. 
While  some  new  Prudential  traffic  might  find  its  way  through,  this 
increase  would  need  to  be  counterbalanced  by  a  reduction  in  other 
traffic  now  using  the  neighborhood  streets.  The  EIR  would  need  to  show 
with  numbers  how  this  goal  would  be  achieved. 

The  EIR  should  identify  all  significant  diversion  routes,  such  as 
Dartmouth-Marlboro  to  avoid  Berkeley,  or  Hereford-Beacon  to  avoid  Mass. 
Avenue.  Back  Street  volumes  and  diversions  should  be  included  in  the 
analysis. 

Some  intersections  should  be  evaluated  only  because  they  will  not  be 
significantly  congested,  such  as  Hereford  and  Commonwealth.  Through 
mitigation,  delays  should  be  introduced  on  alternate  routes  through  the 
community  to  reduce  the  attractiveness  of  the  diversion. 
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Therefore,  the  precise  identification  of  which  intersections  to  study 
should  occur  after  a  map  is  prepared  showing  all  possible  diversion 
routes. 

Variations  in  traffic  flow  must  be  measured  and  analysed.  There  should 
be  spot  observations  on  traffic  backups  and  diversion  routes  which 
drivers  take  when  backups  become  severe.  Any  gridlock  conditions  should 
be  noted,  and  Prudential  should  have  a  "SWAT  Team"  of  observers  who 
would  respond  quickly  to  traffic  or  neighborhood  reports  of  gridlock  and 
would  observe,  photograph  and  measure  conditions,  including  trying  to 
the  find  the  sources  (initial  bottleneck)  behind  the  gridlock.  At  least 
3  gridlock  events  of  significant  magnitude  should  be  reported  on  in  the 
EIR. 

The  primary  claim  for  traffic  mitigation  so  far  is  to  claim  a  regular 
traffic  increase  of  606  cars  in  the  afternoon  peak  hour,  but  with  this 
figure  cut  exactly  in  half  to  303  cars,  by  getting  more  people  to  ride 
transit.  As  noted  below,  the  transit  mitigation  program  sounds  like 
mush  so  far,  so  the  traffic  impacts  should  be  assessed  at  the  level  of 
600  new  cars  and  also  with  a  lower,  number  but  only  if  transit  service  is 
significantly  improved  (see  below). 

Real  EIR  mitigation  should  include  proposals  to  reduce  the  spillover  of 
traffic  onto  neighborhood  alternate  routes.  The  EIR  should  evaluate  the 
effectiveness  of  these  mitigation  measures. 

2.  TRANSIT  :  identify  all  the  major  transit  services  to  the  Prudential  area 
Review  the  record  of  transit  ridership  and  service  on  the  Green  and 
Orange  Lines  (including  trends  since  1950).  Transit  ridership  in 
the  Back  Bay  dropped  almost  50%  from  1967-1981.  Identify  all  of  the 
increased  ridership  demands  on  the  Green  and  Orange  Lines  (including 
Prudential)  and  what  will  be  required  to  absorb  this  new  demand  through 
better  service.  Again,  the  analysis  must  be  specific  and  supported  with 
numbers  and  should  focus  on  the  flow  bottlenecks  on  each  line. 

The  EIR  should  identify  both  the  capacity  potential  of  the  Green  and 
Orange  Lines  with  existing  equipment  (and  how  to  bring  existing 
performance  up  close  to  that  potential)  and  the  effectiveness  of 
increased  equipment  and  service. 

Any  offer  to  increase  the  sale  of  T  passes  (without  better  service) 
should  be  totally  unacceptable.  MBTA  service  has  reached  its  level  of 
stable  disgrun clement.  For  every  new  T  pass  sold,  a  new  disgusted  rider 
will  quit.  PR  puff  programs  should  not  even  be  mentioned  in  the  EIR. 

One  option  is  to  put  in  a  new  station  on  the  Green  Line,  say  at 
Fairfield  Street.  However,  this  action  would  need  to  be  compensated  by 
improved  service  efficiency  on  the  Riverside  and  Boston  College  lines, 
so  that  overall  travel  times  do  not  increase  and  trains  do  not  bunch  up 
worse  than  they  do  now.   I  think  a  good  transit  efficiency  program  could 
more  than  compensate  for  an  added  station,  which  would  also  be 
used  by  the  neighborhood. 
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3.  PEDESTRIANS  :  Past  EIRs  have  usually  either  ignored  pedestrians  or  treated 

them  as  if  they  only  moved  along  sidewalks  or  on  pedestrian  ways. 
Sometimes  traffic  engineers  will  admit  that  pedestrians  need  to  cross 
streets  by  penalizing  traffic  flow  capacity  by  10%  or  so,  but  still  one 
has  the  sense  that  traffic  engineers  must  think  that  all  pedestrians 
have  AIDS.  I  recall  my  father  in  the  late  1950s  telling  me  a  joke  about 
a  pedestrian  being  defined  as  "a  man  looking  for  his  car."  I  think  we 
should  start  thinking  of  a  pedestrian  as  someone  who  had  may  have  had 
the  decency  and  good  judgment  to  leave  his  or  her  car  at  home. 

Pedestrian  flow  measurements  in  peak  hours  should  be  made  at  6  or  more 
key  intersections  (mainly  along  Boylston  Street).  Conflicts  with  traffic 
flow  should  be  noted  and  measured.  Increased  pedestrian  flows  from  the 
Prudential  expansion  should  be  assessed  for  impact.  Part  of  transit 
mitigation  should  be  to  improving  the  quality  of  pedestrian  access  to 
T  stations. 

The  pedestrian  environment  also  is  important  as  it  relates  to  sidewalks 
and  buildings.  I  remember  Dan  Ahern  once  saying  that  when  Prudential 
first  went  in  "we  lost  one  half  of  Boylston  Street."  Indeed,  one  side 
of  Boylston  Street  bqcame  a  pedestrian  wasteland.  The  1960s  design  for 
Copley  Square  had  similar  failings.  Should  we  trust  the  architects  to 
recognize  their  failings  and  produce  a  new  improved  pedestrian 
environment?  The  only  recently  created  pedestrian  areas  with  any  real 
success  are  Quincy  Market  and  Downtown  Crossing  —  both  of  which  are 
reworking  of  older  buildings.  When  modern  architects  are  given  carte 
blanche,  look  at  the  Marriott  Hotel  in  Kendall  Square  to  see  the 
pedestrian-scale  horrors  that  result. 
The  EIR  should  describe  what  gives  life  to  Newbury  Street  or  one  side  of 
Boylston  Street  and  can  mean  a  deathly  wasteland  for  many  pedestrian 
areas  in  the  existing  Pru  Center. 

4.  PARKING  :  The  Back  Bay  neighborhood  is  "hitting  the  wall"  in  terms  of  parking 

supply.  .Small  increases  in  the  number  of  residents'  cars  produces  a 
greatly  magnified  frustration  in  finding  a  parking  space.  The  only  real 
help  will  be  smaller  cars  (most  of  the  cars  are  already  fairly  small)  or 
better  MBTA  service,  which  will  cut  down  on  car  needs.  Generally,  I  can 
see  no  alternative  except  for  the  neighborhood  parking  situation  to  get 
worse  and  to  control  all  traffic-related  decisions,  including  efforts  to 
restrict  through  traffic.  I've  even  played  with  the  idea  of  a  motor  pool 
or  Back  Bay  Neighborhood  Rent-A-Car.  Any  increase  in  the  parking  supply 
at  Prudential  will  mean  more  cars  on  Back  Bay  streets,  but  reduced 
pressures  for  curbside  parking.   Similarly,  increased  parking  fees  for 
single-occupant  vehicles  will  reduce  traffic  on  local  streets,  but  will 
drive  up  the  black  market  price  of  Back  Bay  residential  stickers. 

Mitigation  should  mean  that  companies  would  impose  heavy  (like  $1,000) 
fines  for  any  employee  caught  with  an  illegal  Back  Bay  parking  sticker. 
Prudential  should  also  take  some  responsibility  for  triggering  the 
ticketing  and  towing  response  to  illegal  parking  in  the  neighborhood. 
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Overall,  the  only  thing  that  helps  everyone  (traffic,  parking,  pedestrians)  is 
improved  transit,  and  the  Project  Notification  Form  gives  us  the  sar.e 
old  mush.  The  neighborhood  should  demand  a  very  tough,  specific  action 
program  for  better  transit. 


ifct4( 
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Stephen  H.  Kaiser,  PhD 
Traffic  &  Transportation  Engineer 


ps.  One  note  on  WATER  and  SEWER.  The  project  represents  a  37%  increase  in  water 
consumption  and  sewage  generation.  While  the  state  water  supply  agencies 
urge  water  conservation  while  a  growing  population  strains  the 
Quabbin/Wachusett  system,  and  while  Boston  area  beaches  are  closed 
because  of  sewage  overflows  from  the  July  storms,  new  developers  come 
along  and  calmly  propose  to  make  the  situation  worse. 

The  EIR  should  propose  ways  of  cutting  into  that  37%  increase.  Sewage 
proposals  should  include  holding  tanks  which  would  be  used  during  and 
after  storm  periods  (when  Deer  Island  is  overloaded).  The  Pru  project 
is  expected  to  increase  average  day  sanitary  sewage  to  Deer  Island  by 
190,000  gallons  per  day.  This  may  mean  someone  else's  190,000  gallons 
cannot  be  handled  on  storm  days  and  ends  up  overflowing  into  rivers  and 
harbors. 
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Mr.  Barry  P.   Pinciss,   Chair  nan 

PruPAC 

22   Cumberland  Street 

Boston,  MA     02115 


August  17,  1988 


RECEIVED 

AUS  2  3  1888 


James  S.  Hoyte 

Executive   Office  of  Environmental  affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street  OFFICE  OF  THE  SEC^*^''*  QP 

Boston,  M  A     02202  ENVIRONMENTAL  Af.'Ai^S 

Re:     MEPA  #7208 

Dear  Mr.  Hoyte: 

The  Prudential  Project  Advisory  Committee  (PruPAC),  established  by  the  Mayor 
of  Boston,  has  been  extensively  involved  in  formulating  development  guidelines 
and  in  discussing  proposed  redevelopment  of  the  Prudential  Center  site  for  over 
the  the  past  two  years.  The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA.)  Board  of 
Directors  has  voted  a  contractural  agreement  with  PruPAC  for  participation  in 
the  ongoing  design  review  process.  The  Prudential  Project  is  being  reviewed 
according  to  Article  31  of  the  Boston  Zoning  Code  and  PruPAC  is  the  officially 
designated  advisory  committee  under  that  process. 

Therefore,  PruPAC  requests  that: 

1)  the  MEPA  review  be  considered  as  part  of  the  Article  31  review;  the 
MEPA  scope  of  review  should  be  wholely  included  within  the  Article  31  scope. 
PruPAC  is  presently  working  very  closely  with  the  BRA  to  develop  a  scope 
which  includes  a  comprehensive  review  of  traffic,  pedestrian  impacts,  housing, 
design  and  use  elements,  wind,  shadow,  noise,  air  quality,  solid  and  hazardous 
waste,  rodents,  and  infrastructure  (utilities,  energy,  and  water). 

2)  PruPAC  be  designated  official  review  status  under  the  MEPA  process 
as  it  has  under  Article  31. 

Correspondence  between  MEPA  and  PruPAC  should  be  sent  to  me  at  the  above 
address.     Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 


Chairma' 
BPP:tbb 
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authority  LAitiiuiMlLHl 

SmondLFyn"  RECEIVED 

Stephen  Coyle 


Jre  Ciiv  HalJ  Square 
Joston.  MA  '"'2201 
iiI7i  722-4300 


^OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Secretary  James  S.  Hoyte  n  _  .  , 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  [\  J-  (,  F  \  \ '  F  r) 

100  Cambridge  Street  ~"       "-'•*-  ^ 

Boston,  MA    02202  CL-  ,  .    . 

*>tr  1  3  te*b 

Attention:  M EPA  Unit 

OFFICE  OF  THE  [  JF 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte:  imm\'M>,\ib\.  ,;;    :i 

Re:  EQEA#7208:  Prudential  Center  Redevelopment 

Pursuant  to  regulations  implementing  M.G.L,  Chapter  30,  Sections  62-62H,  the 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  has  reviewed  the  above-referenced  Environmental 
Notification  Form  and  submits  the  following  comments. 

The  proposed  project  involves  the  redevelopment  of  portions  of  the  existing  27- 
acre  Prudential  Center  in  the  Back  Bay  section  of  Boston.  The  redevelopment 
plan  calls  for  a  mix  of  residential,  retail,  and  office  uses  organized  by  a  system 
of  pedestrian  ways  and  open  spaces  aimed  at  dividing  the  site  into  blocks 
consistent  with  the  Center's  surroundings.  Approximately  1.55  million  square  feet 
of  new  buildings,  including  two  mid-rise  office  buildings  on  Huntington  Avenue 
and  one  on  Boylston  Street,  280  to  350  residential  units  in  up  to  four  residential 
structures  along  Boylston  Street,  and  ground  floor  retail  and  service  uses,  are 
proposed  under  the  plan.  No  new  parking  facilities  will  be  built;  however,  some 
400  additional  spaces  could  be  provided  through  reorganization  of  the  present 
garages  and  shifts  in  management  to  accommodate  potential  increase  in  demand. 
Landscaped  pedestrianways  and  open  spaces  also  are  proposed. 

The  proposed  redevelopment  of  the  Prudential  Center  complex  represents  a  major 
effort  to  improve  the  environmental  and  aesthetic  quality  of  the  existing  Center, 
revitalize  the  overall  site  to  enhance  its  image  and  use,  and  reintegrate  the 
complex  into  the  fabric  of  the  surrounding  neighborhoods.  The  current  plan  has 
been  developed  in  response  to  development  guidelines  established  by  the 
Prudential  Project  Advisory  Committee  (PruPAC),  which  provide  the  framework 
for  the  planning  and  designing  of  the  project. 

The  project  will  require  the  approval  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  of 
an  amendment  to  the  existing  Chapter  121 A  agreement  between  the  City  of  Boston 
and  the  Prudential  Insurance  Company  of  America.  In  addition,  the  project  is 
subject  to  Authority  review  and  approval  pursuant  to  Article  31  of  the  Boston 
Zoning  Code.  In  compliance  with  Article  31 ,  the  project  proponent  filed  with  the 
Redevelopment  Authority  a  Project  Notification  Form  (PNF)  on  June  28, 1988. 
Following  review  of  the  PNF  by  the  Authority's  staff,  the  Boston  Transportation 
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Department,  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission,  and  PruPAC,  the  BRA  has  issued  a 
comprehensive  scope  of  submission  requirements  for  a  Draft  Project  Impact 
Report.  A  copy  of  this  scope  is  attached. 

Because  of  the  scale  and  potential  impact  of  the  proposed  development,  the 
Authority  has  required  that  the  Draft  Project  Impact  Report  analyze  such  areas  of 
concern  as  traffic  and  circulation,  parking  supply  and  demand,  wind  and  shadow 
effects  on  adjacent  sidewalks,  pedestrian  areas  and  public  open  spaces,  the 
potential  for  daylight  obstruction,  air  quality  and  noise  impacts  from  project- 
generated  traffic  and  building  mechanical  systems,  the  removal  and  disposition  of 
construction  debris,  asbestos  material,  and  solid  wastes,  construction-related 
impacts,  control  of  rodent  populations,  architectural,  aesthetic,  and  urban  design 
considerations,  the  adequacy  and  capacity  of  public  and  private  utilities,  and 
impacts  on  historic  resources  surrounding  the  project  site.  In  addition,  the  City's 
Transportation  Department  will  require  the  submission  of  a  Transportation  Access 
Plan  (which  also  will  be  included  in  the  Project  Impact  Report)  and  a 
Construction  Management  Plan. 

Since  this  project  is  subject  to  the  environmental  review  requirements  of  both 
MEPA  and  the  Redevelopment  Authority,  the  project  proponent  has  requested  that 
the  review  process  and  schedule  of  both  be  synchronized  and  that  the  concerns 
of  both  agencies  be  addressed  comprehensively  in  a  single  set  of  documents.  This 
request  would  be-irtaCcord  with  Section  31 .13  of  Article  31  of  the  Zoning  Code, 
and-we-thus  concur  witlrB  joint  review. 


/Sincerely, 


4f 


Paul  Repvis ' 

Assistant  Director  for  Engineering 
and  Design  Services 


cc:      Robert  J.  Walsh 
Vice  President 
The  Prudential  Property  Company,  Inc. 


JB2/28.LTR 
082688 


PRUDENTIAL  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT 
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VOLUME  IA:    SUMMARY  APPENDIX 


5 .  LIST  OF  ABUTTERS  TO 
THE  PRUDENTIAL  CENTER 
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THE  PRUDENTIAL  CENTER 
List  of  Abutters 


Note:    The  information  contained  herein  is  based  on  the  1988  Fiscal 
Year  records  of  the  City  of  Boston  Assessor's  Office  and 
Engineer's  Office.    We  have  been  advised  by  the  Assessor's 
Office  that  the  Fiscal  Year  1989  Tax  records  will  be 
available  by  the  end  of  November,  1988. 


5  -  1393 


Ward  and 

Street  and 

Parcel  No. 

Street  No. 

Assessed  Owner 

Bovlston  Street 

4  -  1052 

640-688 

City  of  Boston 

5  -  1387 

635 

Old  South  Church 

5  -  1388 

645 

Old  South  Church 

5  -  1389 

647 

Louis  F.  Bachrach 

5  -  1390 

651 
653 

George  P.  Demeter  Trust 

5  -  1391 

655 
657 

Pauline  Lubell 

5  -  1392 

659 

William  D.  Harrington 

661 

Trust 

665A 


5  -  1394 

667 

669 

5  -  1395 

671 

673 

5  -  1397 

675 

683 

685 

687 

689 

691 

Fay  Rottenberg  Trust 
George  Gechijian 
DC  Land  Investment  LP 
Lawrence  Ruben  Trust 


Mailing  Address  of 
Assessed  Owner 


645  Boylston  Street 
647  Boylston  Street 
647  Boylston  Street 
163  Newbury  Street 

655  Boylston  Street 

c/o  Century  21 

Cityside, 

661  Boylston  Street 

c/o  Rug  Gallery 
112  Newbury  Street 

667  Boylston  Street 
671  Boylston  Street 


c/o  Lawrence  Ruben 
600  Madison  Avenue 
New  York,  N.Y.  10022 
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Ward  and 

Street  and 

Mailin 

g  Address  of 

Parcel  No. 

Street  No. 

Assessed  Owner 

Assessed  Owner 

Bovlston 

Street  (ConO 

5  -  1308 

601 

Paul  Bromley,  Trustee 

c/o  Hunneman 

603 

Investment 

607 

70  Lincoln  Street 
Boston,  MA 

4  -  1038 

704 

Hotel  Lenox  of  Boston 

710  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3202 

705 

John  B.  Bennett, Trustee 

c/o  Codman  Mmgt. 

707 

211  Congress  Street 

709 

Boston,  MA 

711 

5  -  3203 

715 

James  L.  Gould 

715  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3204 

717 

Eleanor  Wong,  Trustee 

717  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3206 

727 
731 

Eleanor  Wong,  Trustee 

717  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3207 

733 
745 
749 

Barry  D.Hoffman,Trustee 

733  Boylston  Street 

751 

753 

755 

757 

5  -  3210 

761 

765 

Nancy  Sarkis  Trust 

793  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3211 

777 
789 

Nancy  Sarkis  Trust 

793  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3212 

793 

Nancy  Sarkis  Trust 

793  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3213 

795 

John  H.  Finley,  III, 

c/o  Gerrity  Co.  Inc. 

797 

Trustee 

Box  1100 

799 

Newton  Upper  Falls 
Massachusetts  02164 

5  -  3128 

801 

Charles  F.  Sarkis, 

801  Boylston  Street 

807 

Trustee 
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Wa 

rd    and 

Street  and 

Mailing 

Address  of 

Parcel  No. 

Street  No. 

Assessed  Owner 

Assessed  Owner 

Bovlston 

Street  (ConO 

5  - 

1308 

601 
603 
607 

Paul  Bromley,  Trustee 

c/o  Hunneman 

Investment 

70  Lincoln  Street 

Boston,  MA 

4  - 

1038 

704 

Hotel  Lenox  of  Boston 

710  Boylston  Street 

5  - 

3202 

705 
707 
709 
711 

John  B.  Bennett, Trustee 

c/o  Codman  Mmgt. 
211  Congress  Street 
Boston,  MA 

5  - 

3203 

715 

James  L.  Gould 

715  Boylston  Street 

5  - 

3204 

717 

Eleanor  Wong,  Trustee 

717  Boylston  Street 

5  - 

3206 

727 
731 

Eleanor  Wong,  Trustee 

717  Boylston  Street 

5  - 

3207 

733 
745 
749 
751 
753 
755 
757 

Barry  D.Hoffman, Trustee 

733  Boylston  Street 

5  - 

3210 

761 

765 

Nancy  Sarkis  Trust 

793  Boylston  Street 

5  - 

3211 

777 
789 

Nancy  Sarkis  Trust 

793  Boylston  Street 

5  - 

3212 

793 

Nancy  Sarkis  Trust 

793  Boylston  Street 

5  - 

3213 

795 

John  H.  Finley,  III, 

c/o  Gerrity  Co.  Inc. 

797 

Trustee 

Box  1100 

799 

Newton  Upper  Falls 
Massachusetts  02164 

5  • 

3128 

801 
807 

Charles  F.  Sarkis, 
Trustee 

801  Boylston  Street 

Ward  and 
Parcel  No. 

Street  and 
Street  No. 

Assessed  Owner 

Mailing  Address  of 
Assessed  Owner 

Bovlston  Street  fCont.) 

5  -  3129 

811 
813 

Herbert  S.  Hoffman, 
Trustee 

811  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3130 

815 
817 

Max  C.  Barron, 
Trustee 

c/o  Arnold  L.  Barron 
321  N.  Wyoming 

Avenue 

07079 

819 
821 

823 
825 

#  48 

S.  Orange,  N.J. 

5  -  3131 

827 

Jhae  Lee  Trust 

827  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3132 

829 

Jhae  Lee  Trust 

827  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3133 

839 
841 

Max  C.  Barron  et  al. 

819  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3134 

845 
851 
855 
859 
863 

Joseph  S.  Hoffman  Trust 

c/o  LMW  Properties 
10  P.O.  Square 
Boston,  MA 

5  -  3138 

867 

Boston  Children's  Srvcs. 

867  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3139 

883 
889 

Elaine  M.  Heffernan, 
Trustee 

883  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3099 

893 
901 

Portuguese  Continental 

893  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3100 

903 
905 

King  Lui  Realty,  Inc. 

903  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3101 

907 

Chatal  Assoc.  Mass  LP 

176  Newbury  Street 

5  -  3102 

911 

Edward  I.  Fine,  Trustee 

911  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3103 

915 
921 

Newbury  Junior  College 

915  Boylston  Street 

5  -  3104 

923 
925 

Newbury  Junior  College 

915  Boylston  Street 

M    -  94 


Ward  and       Street  and 
Parcel  No.      Street  No- 


Assessed  Owner 
Bovlston  Street  (ConU 


5  -  3105    927 
939 


Devens  H.  Hamlen, Trustee 


5  -  3064    941       City  of  Boston 
943 


5  -  3065    951 


5  -  3064-1   947 


5  -  3065-1   957 


5  -  3066 
5  -  3043 


1365 


959 

985 
989 
991 
993 
995 
997 
999 
1001 

1046 


BRA 

City  of  Boston 

City  of  Boston 

Commonwealth  of  MA  (MBTA) 
Mass.  Turnpike  Authority 


Berklee  College  of  Music 


Dalton  Street 
4  -  1187  8  Church  Realty  Trust 

St.  Germain  Assoc.  LP 
Charles  J.  Kickham  Jr. Trust 


Prudential  Insurance  Co. 

Church  Realty  Trust 
Trustee  of  Christian 
Science  Center 


4  - 

1229 

10 

12 

4  - 

1336 

50 

4  - 

1037 

39 

4  - 

1326 

34 

Mailing  Address  of 
Assessed  Owner 


939  Boylston  Street 


c/o  Real  Property 
Department  City  Hall 

9th  Floor 
City  Hall 

c/o  Real  Property 
Department  City  Hall 

c/o  Real  Property 
Department  City  Hall 


134  Mass.  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  02115 


c/o  Christian 

Science  Center 

101  Belvidere  Street 

200  Clarendon  Street 


1318  Beacon  Street 
Brookline,  02146 

760  Boylston  Street 

c/o  Christian 

Science  Center 

101  Belvidere  Street 


IA   -  95 


Ward  and       Street  and 
Parcel  No.      Street  No. 


4  -  1041 
4  -  1047 

4  -  1282 

4  -  1327 


4  - 

1345 

4  - 

1360 

4  - 

1366 

4  - 

1372 

21 
25 
27 
29 
31 

4  - 

1334 

30 

4  -  1312 

4  -  1313 
4  -  1314 


Assessed  Owner 
Dalton  St.  (ConU 

Mass  Turnpike  Authority 
Prudential  Insurance  Co. 

Church  Realty  Trust 

Trustee  of 

Christian  Science  Center 

40  John    Hancock  Mutual  Life 

St.  Cecilia  Street 

Roman  Catholic  Arch.  Boston 
Mass.  Turnpike  Authority 
Berklee  College  of  Music 
Berklee  College  of  Music 


Roman  Catholic  Arch.  Boston 
Belvidere  Street 

5  Church  Realty  Trust 

7 
9 
9A 


11 

29 


4  -  1323  53 

4  -  1324  55 


Richard  G.  Dunn 

New  England  Tel.  &  Telegraph 

Christian  Science  Center 
Christian  Science  Center 


Mailing  Address  of 
Assessed  Owner 


c/o 

RM  Bradlee  &  Co.Inc. 

Prudential  Tower 

101  Belvidere 


40  Dalton  Street 

Scotia  Street 
Boylston  Street 
138  Mass.  Avenue 
138  Mass.  Avenue 

14  Belvidere  Street 
101  Belvidere  Street 

11  Belvidere  Street 

c/o  NET  &  T  Staff 
185  Franklin  Street 
Boston,  MA 

101  Belvidere  Street 

101  Belvidere  Street 
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Ward  and 
Parcel  No. 


4  -  1325 

57 

59 

4  -  1328 

30 

28 

26 

24 

22 

4  -  1150 

4  -  1310 


Street  and 

Street  No.  Assessed  Owner 

Belvidere  St.  TCont.) 

Christian  Science  Center 

John  Hancock  Mutual  Life 


Church  Realty  Trust 
St.  Germaine  St. 
8  St.  Germaine  Association         LP 


Mailing  Address  of 
Assessed  Owner 


101  Belvidere 


4  -  1309  10 


4  -  1308  12 


4  -  1307  14 


4  -  1306  16 


4  -  1305  18 


4  -  1304  20 


4  -  1303  22 


4  -  1302  24 


4  -  1301  26 


4  -  1300  28 


St.  Germaine  Association         LP 


St.  Germaine  Association         LP 


St.  Germaine  Association         LP 


St.  Germaine  Association         LP 


St.  Germaine  Association         LP 


St.  Germaine  Association         LP 


St.  Germaine  Association         LP 


St.  Germaine  Association         LP 


St.  Germaine  Association         LP 


St.  Germaine  Association  LP 


40  Dalton 


101  Belvidere 


200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 
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Ward  and       Street  and 

Parcel  No.      Street  No.  Assessed  Owner 

St.  Germaine  St.  (Cont.) 

4  -  1299  30  St.  Germaine  Association  LP 


4  -  1298  32 

4  -  1297  34 

4  -  1296  36 

4  -  1295  38 

4  -  1294  40 


4  -  1293 


42 


4  - 

1292 

44 

4  - 

1291 

46 

4  - 

1290 

48 

4  - 

1289 

50 

4  - 

1288 

52 

4  - 

1287 

54 

4  - 

1286 

56 

4  - 

1285 

58 

4  - 

1284 

60 

4  - 

■  1283 

62 

4  • 

•  1203 

15 

4 

•  1204 

17 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 
Charles  St.  Dickson  et.al. 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

James  B.  Inez 

Bernie  M.  Hawkins 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

Christian  Science  Center 

Madison  &  Dennison 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 


Mailing  Address  of 
Assessed  Owner 


200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 
Boston 

200  Clarendon  Street 

Boston 

622  Bay  Road 

Stoughton  MA  02072 

200  Clarendon  Street 

50  St.  Germaine  St. 

52  St.  Germaine  St. 

200  Clarendon  Street 

200  Clarendon  Street 

200  Clarendon  Street 

200  Clarendon  Street 

101  Belvidere  Street 

15  St.  Germaine  St. 

200  Clarendon  Street 


IA   -  98 


Ward  and 
Parcel  No. 


4  - 

1205 

19 

4  - 

1206 

21 

4  - 

1207 

23 

4  - 

1208 

25 

4  - 

1209 

27 

4  - 

1210 

29 

4  - 

1211 

31 

4  - 

1212 

33 

4  - 

1213 

35 

4  - 

1214 

37 

4  - 

1215 

39 

4  - 

1216 

41 

4  - 

1217 

43 

4  - 

1218 

45 

4  - 

1219 

47 

4  - 

1220 

49 

4  - 

1221 

51 

4  - 

1222 

53 

4  - 

1223 

55 

4  - 

1224 

57 

4  - 

1225 

59 

4  - 

1226 

61 

4  - 

1227 

63 

4  - 

1228 

65 

Street  and 

Street  No.  Assessed  Owner 

St.  Germaine  St.  (Cont.) 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

Charles  W.  Smith 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

Mary  D.  Andrews 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

8 


Mailing  Address  of 
Assessed  Owner 


200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
27  St.  Germaine  St. 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
49  St.  Germaine  St. 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
200  Clarendon  Street 
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Ward  and 
Parcel  No. 


4  -  1229 


5  - 

3045 

102 
104 
106 
108 
100 
110 
112 

4  - 

1374 

133 

133A 

135 

137 
139 

4  - 

1373 

136A 
1365 
136B 

4  - 

1311 

168 

174 

4  - 

1375 

141 
143 
145 

4  - 

1376 

147 
149 
151 

4  - 

1413 

153 

155 
157A 

4  - 

1414 

159A 
165 

4  - 

1415 

167 
171 

Street  and 

Street  No.  Assessed  Owner 

St.  Germaine  St.  CCont.') 

67  St.  Germaine  Association  LP 

Massachusetts  Avenue 

Richard  D.  Cohen,  Trustee 


Jerome  R.  Dangel,  Trustee 

Berklee  College  of  Music 

Church  Realty  Trust 

First  Fenway  Cooperative, Inc. 


Arnold  Z.  Mason 


Arnold  Z  .  Mason 


167  Mass.  Avenue,  Assn. 


Mailing  Address  of 
Assessed  Owner 


200  Clarendon  Street 


102  Mass.  Avenue 


135  Mass.  Avenue 


1140  Boylston  Street 


101  Belvidere  St. 


149  Mass.  Avenue 


First  Fenway  Cooperative, Inc.  149  Mass.  Avenue 


153  Mass.  Avenue 


153  Mass.  Avenue 


c/o  Christian 
Science  Center 
101  Belvidere  St. 


4  -  1416  173 


William  L.  Leatherman  et.al. 


173  Mass.  Avenue 
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Ward  and 
Parcel  No. 


4 

-  1417 

175 

4- 

1417-101 

77 

4 

-  1418 

179 

4 

-  1419 

181 

4 

-  1202 

180 
182 
184 
186 
188 
190 
192 
194 

4 

-  1420 

183 
185 

4 

-  1425 

189 

4 

-  1185 

204 
216 

Street  and 

Street  No.  Assessed  Owner 

Massachusetts  Avenue  (Cont.) 

Yiannis  X.  Davas,  Trustee 

Yiannis  X.  Davas,  Trustee 

Ed  Abbott  Co. 

Ed  Abbott  Co. 

Church  Realty  Trust 


John  Gallo  Jr.,  Trustee 

The  United  Company 
First  Church  of  Christ 

Huntington  Avenue 

4  -  905  120-140         Bertram  A.  Drukcker,  Trustee 

(Colonnade  Hotel) 

4  -  1152  175  Church  Realty  Trust 

4  -  864  150  Back  Bay  Assoc.  LP 


985  62  Mass.  Turnpike  Authority 


4 

-  985 

110 

MTA 

-  100 

(land) 

Marriott  Urban  Lessee 

4 

-  985- 

100 

U.I.D.C.  of  Mass.  Inc. 

-  200 

(air) 

Mailing  Address  of 
Assessed  Owner 


175  Mass.  Avenue 
175  Mass.  Avenue 
181  Mass.  Avenue 
181  Mass.  Avenue 
101  Belvidere  St. 


50  Broad  Street 


221  Mass.  Avenue 

c/o  First  Church 
of  Christ/Christian 
Science  Center 


50  Federal  Street 
Boston,  MA  02110 

101  Belvidere  St. 

c/o 

Burton  P.  Kassell 
1700  Broadway, 
New  York,  N.Y.10019 

Harcourt  Street 

1  Copley  Place 

#  600 

1  Copley  Place 


10 


IA    -   101 


Ward  and       Street  and 
Parcel  No.      Street  No. 


Assessed  Owner 
Huntington  Avenue  (Cont.) 


4  -  1067  14-40 


4  -  1067  14-40 

-  10        (air) 


MTA 

Weston  Motel  Venture 

Lessee 

Westban  Hotel  Venture 
Lessee 


4  -  1054  39-41  Copley  Triangle  LP 


4  -  1056  43-51 

4  -  1588  25A 

\1\ 


4  -  1053 
4  -  1014 
4  -  1013 

4  -  1057 

4  -  1201 
4  -  1200 
4  -  1199 


Rogers  A.  Saunders  Trust 
Paula  Doherty  Trust 


11-35  Allen  Realty,  Inc. 

68-102  BRA 

U.I.D.C.  of  Mass.  Inc. 

Exeter  Street 

88  John  F.  Bok,  Trustee 

90 

Clearway  Street 


8 
10 

12 
14 

16 
18 


Donald  H.  Wallingford  Trust 
Christ  Science  Center 
Christ  Science  Center 


Mailing  Address  of 
Assessed  Owner 


c/o  Controller 

10  Huntington  Avenue 


c/o  Controller 

10  Huntington  Avenue 

25  Huntington  Avenue 
Room  319 

47  Huntington  Avenue 

235  Huntington  Ave. 
J.P.  02130 

25  Huntington  Avenue 

Garrison  Street 

1  Copley  Place 


c/o  Saunders  & 

Associates 

20  Park  Place  Plaza 


8  Clearway  Street 


101  Belvidere  Street 


101  Belvidere  Street 


/l/        Parcel  #1588  does  not  appear  as  a  separate  parcel  on  Engineer's 
Plans.    According  to  the  Assessor's  records,  however,  it  is 
assessed  as  a  separate  parcel. 
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Ward  and 
Parcel  No. 


4  -  1198 

20 

22 

4  -  1197 

24 

26 

4  -  1196 

28 

30 

4  -  1195 

32 

34 

4  -  1194 

36 

38 

4  -  1193 

40 

42 

4  -  1192 

44 

46 

4  -  1191 

48 

50 

4  -  1190 

52 

54 

4  -  1189 

56 

58 

4  -  1187 

60 

62 

4  -  1335 

23 

27 

4  -  1335-5 

19  (land) 

21 

Street  and 

Street  No.  Assessed  Owner 

Clearway  Street  (Cont.) 

Christ  Science  Center 

Church  Realty  Trust 

Church  Realty  Trust 

Church  Realty  Trust 

Church  Realty  Trust 

Church  Realty  Trust 

Church  Realty  Trust 

Church  Realty  Trust 

Church  Realty  Trust 

Church  Realty  Trust 

Church  Realty  Trust 

Boston  Edison  Company 


4  -  1335  19  (air)         John  Hancock  Mutual  Life 

-   10  21 


Mailing  Address  of 
Assessed  Owner 


101  Belvidere  Street 


101  Belvidere  Street 


c/o  Christian 
Science  Center 

c/o  Christian 
Science  Center 

101  Belvidere  Street 


c/o  Christian 
Science  Center 

c/o  Christian 
Science  Center 

c/o  Christian 
Science  Center 

101  Belvidere  Street 


c/o  Christian 
Science  Center 

c/o  Christian 
Science  Center 

c/o  Real  Estate 
Property  Taxes 
800  Boylston  Street 


40  Dalton  Street 
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PRUDENTIAL  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT 

DRAFT  PROJECT  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT  REPORT 

VOLUME  IA:    SUMMARY  APPENDIX 


6 .     LIST  OF  MEETINGS  HELD  FOR  PLANNING 

THE  PRUDENTIAL  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT 


M    -   104 


PruPAC  MEETINGS 

The  following  is  a  list  of  meetings  between  various  groups  of  the  Prudential  Project  Advisory 
Committee  (Pru  PAC)  and  the  Prudential  Property  Company  and/or  their  representatives  regarding  the 
redevelopment: 


Date 


PruPAC  Group 


11-12-86  General 

12-2-86  General 

12  - 16  -  86  General 

1-13-87  General 

1-16-87  General 


1- 

20-87 

Steering  Committee 

1- 

27  -  87 

Steering  Committee 

2- 

3-87 

General 

2- 

17-87 

General 

2- 

17-87 

Executive  Committee 

2- 

■17-87 

Policy/Process 

4- 

■7-87 

General 

4- 

-27-87 

Design/Use 

5 

-5-87 

Executive  Committee 

5 

-5-87 

Policy/Process 

5 

-19-87 

General 

6 

-16-87 

General 

Purpose 


Set  organization,  discuss  steps  in  review  process. 

Election  of  chair,  list  positive  and  negative  attributes 
of  Prudential. 

Vote  to  videotape  meetings;  compile  "givens" 
parameters  of,  issues,  and  goals  for  Prudential. 

Compile  "critical  elements"  for  redevelopment, 
establish  subcommittees. 

List  "compatible"  elements,  themes  of  study,  form 
steering  committee  to  formulate  mission. 

Discuss  committee  categories. 

Determine  subcommittees,  elect  chairs,  agendas. 

Present  subcommittees,  sign-up. 

Subcommittee  progress  reports. 

Issues  and  assignments. 

Discuss  policy  of  specific  topics,  procedural 
decisions. 

Discuss  next  steps,  scoping  of  EIA  and  financial. 

Discuss  criteria  for  preliminary  environmental  review. 

Develop  questionnaire  of  community  concerns. 

Suggest  questionaire,  discuss  need  for  support. 

Discuss  PruPAC  role  in  Huntington  Ave.  Special 
Study  Area,  presentation  by  Mel  Levine  (retail)  and 
TAMS  reps,  (transportation),  tour  of  parking  garage. 

Presentations  by  Bright  Horizons  for  new  day  care 
facility,  by  Bill  Whitman  (BRA)  on  City's  affordable 
housing  policy. 
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Date 


PruPAC  Group 


Purpose 


7-21-87  General 


8  - 18  -  87 

General 

10-5-87 

General 

12-11-87 

PruPAC/BRA 

1-5-88 

Executive  Committee 

1-19-88 

Guideline  Drafting 
Committee 

1-19-88 

Executive  Committee 

2-9-88 

Executive  Committee 

2-16-88 

Executive  Committee 

3-1-88 

Executive  Committee 

3-8-88 

General 

3-26-88 

General 

4-6-88 

Executive  Committee 

4-12 


General 


4- 

•19-88 

Executive  Committee 

4- 

■26-88 

General 

5- 

•3-88 

General 

5- 

•3-88 

Executive  Committee 

5-31-88  Executive  Committee 

6-7-88  Public  Meeting 

6-9-88  General 


Update  of  study  work  by  TAMS  (transportation), 
Mel  Levine  (retail),  and  BRA  Special  Study  Area. 

Engineering  briefing. 

Presentation/discussion  by  Richard  Dimino  (Boston 
Traffic  and  Parking  Dept.). 


Discuss  specific  members'  guidelines. 

Oudine  for  guideline  document. 

Role  and  position  of  PruPAC. 

Contents  of  Guidelines. 

Article  3 1  process,  impact  limitations,  roles. 

Review/revise  Guideline  document. 

Review/discuss  Draft  Guidelines. 


Discuss  Housing  &  Jobs  Policies  developed  by 
subcommittee. 

Review  work  in  progress  on  Turnpike  access 
ramps  per  Central  Artery/Third  Harbor  Tunnel. 

Discuss  comments  to  incorporate  in  Guidelines. 

Respond  to  changes,  agreement  on  Draft  Guidelines. 

Vote  to  adopt  Guidelines. 

Next  steps  following  PruPAC  adoption  of 
Guidelines. 

Discuss  public  meeting  on  7  June,  status  of 
agreement  with  BRA,  structure  of  PruPAC  II. 

Presentation  by  PruPAC  of  their  Guidelines. 

Status  of  PruPAC  II,  discuss  CLHS  schedule  and 
master  plan  principles. 
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Date 

PruPAC  Group 

6-21-88 

Steering  Committee 

6-28-88 

General 

7-12-88 

General 

7-12-88 

Housing 

7-12-88 

Transportation 

7-12-88 

Program  &  Design 

7-19-88 

Housing 

7-20-88 

Transportation 

7  -  21  -  88 

Program/Use  &  Design 

8-2-88 

Housing 

8-9-88 

General 

8-9-88 

Transportation 

8-16-88 

Housing 

8-  17 


General 


8-23-88 

BRA/PruPAC 

9-27-88 

Program/Use  &  Design 

10-4-88 

Use  &  Design 

10-4-88 

Housing 

10-  18-88 

Housing 

10-18-88 

Transportation 

Purpose 

Status  of  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with  City, 
communications,  next  steps  for  PruPAC  participation. 

Schedule  of  Article  3 1  review,  PNF  presentation, 
PruPAC  subcommittee  organization,  infrastructure, 
master  plan  principle. 

Scoping,  scheduling  of  PruPAC  meetings. 

Housing  needs,  impacts,  and  linkage  discussed. 

Explanation  of  Transportation  Access  Plan,  scope. 

Responses  to  plan,  input  to  BRA  for  scoping. 

Discuss  subcommittee  goals,  and  recording 
procedure. 

Scope  of  work  for  Transportation  Access  Plan. 

CLHS  presentation  in  response  to  issues  raised  at 
last  meeting,  key  physical  constraints. 

Interview  consultants  for  housing  study. 

Reports  by  subcommittees. 

Discuss  draft  transportation  scope. 

Presentation  by  Abt  on  their  approach  and  scope  for 
Comprehensive  Housing  Impact  Report 

Additional  response  to  scoping  letter,  MEPA  scoping 
session  update. 

Comments/review  final  draft  of  DPIR  scoping. 

Review  planning  and  consultants'  work  to  date: 
present  objectives,  process,  schemes  (A,  B,  C). 

Discuss  presentation  from  last  meeting  re:  south 
side,  see  plans  for  and  discuss  north  side  (Boylston). 

Review  material  from  last  meeting,  review  Abt 
work-in-progress  on  impact  scenarios. 

Review  draft  Comprehensive  Housing  Impact 
Report. 

Preliminary  presentation  of  existing  transportation 
conditions  by  VHB. 
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Date 

PruPAC  Group 

11-9-88 

Transportation 

11-15-88 

Housing 

11-16-88 

Transportation 

1 1  -  22  -  88 

General 

12-5-88 

Design/Use  Subcommittei 

12-6-88 

Housing 

1-3-89 

Housing 

1-10-89 

Transportation 

1-17-89 

Executive  Committee 

1-31-89 

Housing 

2-13-89 

Design/Use 

2-14-89 

Transportation 

2-21-89 

Transportation 

3-14-89 

Executive  Committee 

Purpose 

Design/Use  Subcommittees'  presentation  of 
schemes  A  and  A 1  by  CLHS  &  SJKB. 

Discuss  possible  housing  opportunity  program 

options. 

Presentation  "Existing  Transportation  Conditions" 

by  VHB. 

Subcommittee  updates  and  presentation  of  schemes 
A  and  A2  by  CLHS  and  SJKB. 

Define  the  Subcommittee's  position  on  a  number  of 
basic  planning  issues. 

Abt  Asociates  presented  an  overview  of  the 
Comprehensive  Housing  Impact  Report 

Final  review  and  discussion  of  the  Comprehensive 
Housing  Impact  Report. 

Chi  Hsin  Shao  of  the  BTD  discussed  transportation 
access  plans  and  mitigation  options. 

Subcommittee  updates. 

Housing  Opportunity  Program  options 
discussed  with  Langley  Keyes,  MIT,  and 
David  Raszmann,  Prudential. 

Briefing  on  DPIR  submission  by  CLHS  and  SJKB. 

Mitigation  presentation  by  VHB. 

Presentation  of  mitigated  impacts  by  VHB. 

Forthcoming  DPIR  submission. 
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PruPAC  Members 

The  Prudential  Project  Advisory  Committee  (PruPAC)  is  comprised  of  representatives 
of  the  following  groups: 

Back  Bay  Association 

Bay  Village  Neighborhood  Association 

Beacon  Hill  Civic  Association 

Boston  Edison  Company 

Boston  Society  of  Architects 

Boylston  Street  Association 

Claremont  Neighborhood  Association 

Ellis  Neighborhood  Association 

Fenway  Civic  Association 

Fenway  Community  Development  Corporation 

Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Ironworkers,  Local  7 

Kenmore  Area  Action  Council 

League  of  Women  Voters 

Massachusetts  Convention  Center  Authority 

Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay 

Office  of  the  City  Councillor 

Office  of  the  State  Representative 

Pilot  Block  Neighborhood  Association 

Prudential  Tenants  Association 

St.  Botolph  Citizens'  Committee 

Symphony  United  Neighbors 
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OTHER  MEETINGS 

The  following  is  a  list  of  community  groups,  civic  organizations,  government  organizations  and 
neighbors  that  the  Prudential  Property  Company  has  met  with  or  is  scheduled  to  meet  with  regarding 
the  redevelopment . 


Purpose 


Meetings  Held 

Date 

Other   Groups 

6-29-88 

Massachusetts 
Turnpike  Authority 

9-1-88 

BTEC 

9-8-88 

Senator  Kerry's  staff 

9-14-88 

BTEC 

9-14-88 

New  England 
Telephone 

9-22-88 

Boston  Water  and 
.  Sewer  Commission 

9-28-88 

Boston  Edison 
Company 

9-28-88 

MBTA 

10-4-88 

Massachusetts  Executive 
Office  of  Transportation 
and  Construction 

10-4-88 

Governor's  Office 
of  Economic 
Development 

10-5-88 

Prudential  Center 
Tenants  Association 

10-11-88 

Prudential  Center 
Tenants'  Association 

10-12-88 

Prudential  Center 
Tenants'  Association 

10-12-88 

CARAVAN 

10-19-88 

Christian  Science 
Church 

Meeting  with  Allan  McKinnon,  Chairman 

to  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort 

To  discuss  the  redevelopment 

Meeting  with  Senator  Kerry's  staff 

to  provide  a  briefing  on  Planning  Effort  Status 

To  discuss  the  redevelopment 

To  discuss  the  redevelopment 

To  discuss  the  redevelopment 

To  discuss  the  redevelopment 

To  discuss  the  redevelopment 

Meeting  with  Fred  Salvucci,  Secretary, 

to  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 


Meeting  with  Alden  Raine,  Director, 

to  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 


To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

Introductory  meeting  and  overview  of  CARAVAN 
To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 
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Date 

Other   Groups 

10-21-88 

Community/ 

Neighbors 

10  -  24  -  88 

CARAVAN 

10-24-88 

City  of  Boston 

Transportation 

Department 

10-25-88 

Tenants 

10  -  25  -  88 

Tenants 

10  -  25  -  88 

Tenants 

10  -  26  -  88 

Community/ 

Neighbors 

11-3-88 

CARAVAN 

11-9-88 

Community/ 

Neighbors 

11-14-88 

Community/ 

Neighbors 

11-14-88 

New  England 

Telephone  Company 

11-  16-88 

CARAVAN 

11-17-88 

Tenants 

11-30-88 

CARAVAN 

12-6-88 

Department  of 

Environmental 

Quality  Engineering 

12-10 


Tenants 


Purpose 


Meeting  with  MASCO  (Medical  Area  Service 
Corporation)  to  discuss  their  mitigation  efforts 

Discussion  of  implementing  Tenant  Transportation 
Surveys 

Discussion  on  Site  Access,  Circulation,  and  Loading 
Issues 


Survey  of  Boston  Edison  employees'  transportation 
modes  and  needs 

Review  with  U.S.  Postal  Service  the  MBTA  pass  sales 
in  the  Lower  Lobby  facility 

Discussion  with  Au  Bon  Pain  regarding  the  collaborative 
marketing  program  developed  with  the  MBTA 

Meeting  with  Boston-Fenway  Program  to  assess 
organization's  transportation  concerns 

Training  seminar  for  Transportation  Coordinators 

Meeting  with  Christian  Science  Center  concerning  the 
church  garage  and  travel  patterns  of  their  employees 

Meeting  with  Back  Bay  Association 


To  discuss  redevelopment 

Demonstration  of  RideSource  software 

Discussion  with  Prudential  Insurance  Company 
regarding  their  employees'  transportation  means  and 
work  hours 

10th  Anniversary  Celebration 

Discussion  of  Air  Quality  Analysis  Protocol 


Review  with  Sheraton-Boston  the  airport  shuttle  bus 
service 
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Date 


Other   Groups 


Purpose 


12-19-88 

Mass  Convention 
Center  Authority 

1-4-89 

Colonnade  Hotel 

1-4-89 

City  of  Boston 
Fire  Department 

1-10-89 

St.  Botolph  Citizen's 
Committee 

1-12-89 

City  of  Boston 
Transportation 
Department 

1-12-89 

Tenants 

1-26-89 

CARAVAN 

1-31-89 

City  of  Boston 
Transportation 
Department 

2-2-89 

CARAVAN 

2-6-89 

Prudential  Center 
Tenants 

2-6-89 

City  of  Boston 
Transportation 
Department 

2-7-89 

Prudential  Center 
Tenants 

2-9-89 

Prudential  Center 
Tenants 

2-9-89 

City  of  Boston 

Transporation 

Department 

2-9-89 

Tenants 

2-9-89 

City  of  Boston 
Transportation 
Department 

Review  of  Interim  Findings  Regarding  Parking 


to  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

Meeting  with  Leo  Stapleton,  Commissioner, 

to  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 


Review  of  Commuter  Mobility  Program  and  "Keep 
Boston  Moving"  campaign 


Discussion  of  New  England  Telephone's  participation 
in  Commuter  Mobility  Program 

Discussion  of  Transportation  Day,  RideSource,  bus 
carriers 

Meeting  with  Richard  Dimeno,  Commissioner, 

to  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 


Installation  of  RideSource  software  at  Prudential  Center 
To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

Presentation  on  proposed  Transportation  Mitigation  Plan 

To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 
To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 
Review  of  Potential  Impacts,  Mitigation  Plan 


Discussion  of  Howard  Needles  Tammen  &  Bergendoff 
employees'  transportation  patterns 

Chi  Hsin  Chao,  Deputy  Commissioner  to  discuss 
potential  future  impacts  of  the  redevelopment 
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Purpose 


Training  seminary  for  Transportation  Coordinators,  held 
Prudential  Skywalk 

To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 


Discussion  of  MCI  Telecommunications  employees' 
transportation  patterns 

Discussion  of  New  England  Telephone  employees' 
transportation  patterns 

Discussion  of  Ziff-Davis  employees'  transportation 
patterns 

Discussion  of  Gillette's  employees'  transportation 
patterns 

Discussion  of  First  Mutual's  employees'  transportation 
patterns 

Discussion  of  Hancock  Advisors'  employees' 
transportation  patterns 

To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort 


Meeting  with  General  Manager,  to  provide  a  briefing  on 
status  of  the  planning  effort. 

To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 
To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 


Pilot  Block  Neighborhood    To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 
Association,  Ellis 
Neighborhood  Association, 
and  Claremont 
Neighborhood  Association 


Date 

Other   Groups 

2-14-89 

CARAVAN 

2-14-89 

Neighborhood 
Association 
of  Back  Bay 

2-15-89 

Tenants 

2-16-89 

Tenants 

2-16-89 

Tenants 

2-23-89 

Tenants 

2-23-89 

Tenants 

2-23-89 

Tenants 

2-23-89 

Boston 

Preservation 

Alliance 

2-28-89 

MBTA 

3-13-89 

Back  Bay 
Association 

3-13-89 

Boylston  Street 
Association 

3-14-89 

Pilot  Block  Neighborhoo< 

3-20-89 


Lenox  Hotel  - 
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To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort 


IA   -   113 


Meetings  Being  Scheduled 

Date  Other  Groups  Purpose 


4-4-89  Beacon  Hill  Civic  To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

Association 

4-4-89  Bay  Village  To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

Neighborhood  Association 

4-18-89  Urban  Investment  To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort 

and  Development 
Company 

4  - 18-89  Greater  Boston  To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort 

Convention  &  Tourist 
Bureau 

4  -  -89  Congressman  Kennedy        To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

4  -  -89  Senator  Kennedy  To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

4-89  Massachusetts  To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

Convention 
Center  Authority 

4  -  89  Fenway  Civic  Association    To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

4-89  Fenway  Community 

Development  Corporation     To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

4-  89  Kenmore  Area  Action  To  provide  a  briefing  on  status  of  the  planning  effort. 

Council 

4-  89  Public  To  brief  the  public  on  the  status  of  the  planning 

effort. 


.. 


